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SUMMARY OF SHEEP SURVEY y ' 



•group I. • The Impact aha Effect of Federa l Polfcies 

VC^ iX) .To What eitent have the f^eral student finan- 
pial aid progrsims affected your state-'-s student assistance 
* programs and policies? (2) How HaT^this impact manifested 
j 'itself? (3) Identify the changes in the state programs, the 
/ time period within which they occurred, and the nature of 
the- relationship to the applicable federal policy. 



■ r ' ' ' • 

lA The states fall into two major groups in response. 

to the impact 'issue. The larger group of states -indicated 

that^erall, "there has been no significant impact of 

Federal .prfograms" and policies off the. spates' programs' and 

poi^icies, although many of these' state;5 did indicate- that* 

*r ..>-.|he^SSIG^.^Psraftajfe {-in many cases, "it was ' 

t^ie only impact cit'e^) . ', In states wh$re there had been no 

* • , " , ' 
1 existing* state. grant program, SSIG was credited 'as the • 

incentive for establishing one. , ManyNtates which did have 

existing, state grant programs indicated that Federal par- 

t icipat ion Ihi^ facilitated an expansion of the prqgram. - 

-' 'l liost* noted the importance of GSL. 

A smaller group of states indicated that the. 
4 ^ Federal stiident aid programs haA^^f^n th«. foundation on 
which- state' programs were structured. ' 
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IB. (1) .Have federal- student financial" aid policies and 
programs in general served to leverage the appropriation of 
additional state post secondary, support^ or has it had a^difr" 
ferent effect? (2). Has' any particular program (SSIG, Pell, 
etc.) generated more or less* leveraging of state support? ■ 
(3) Differentiate between state 'student aid funds and other 
state sqpport of postsecondary education. * 

\ . \ ■ . ' .J 

IS Most states felt' thalf federal policies have not; 

in general,, served to leverage additional' state support, 
although many states which felt that there had been. either - 
no levelrage or minimal leverage" di4 indicate that SSIG had 



had 



'some" or a '^slight" leveraging effect*. 



The' states which did perceive a leveraging impact 
saw^it arising out of the S5IG acd GSL^pro^rams. 



IC- (^) De2jing' a^pecifically with SSIG, T»h at would be ' 
ther impact on yoijr itate if the 'federal contribution were to 
be eliminated or reduced? (2) Indicate the impact in terms 
of the* state, student gfan.t program in particular and student 
access in general. (3) Are there --Ghanges'. in SSIG which 
might make the program more efficient^ (41, Should.. SSIG be 
expanded to allow the states more discretion in the use of 
the funds (e.g., for work programs instead of solely for 
grants)? , , 

IC ^ Ap^oximately seven states indicated thai there 
'is a possibility that the state gr^nt program would be eli- 
.minated if the Federal contribution 'were eliminated. . , 

Pour states responded that eliminating or reducing 
would have significant effept. • ' 
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•* /y Another ^ev6h states "indicated that elimination or 
.reduction of t}ie federal contribution would have a signifi- 
cant 'impact, but not a devastating one. 

■ ' ■ • . ♦ y 

* Nine states indicated no impact or a minimal effect 
if the Federal contribution were to be eliminated or 
reduced. • • ' • 

• ^- ■ • . . , 

Of the twelve states which responded^ to, the 

question in terms of access/choice, an equal -number, six. 



indicated the impact would be on access, not choice whille 
the remaining six indicated choice might be affected, but 
not access. / - 



• ^ , Only a few states (in each of the above groups) 
were able to indicate whether, or not th*e state would likely 
reduce the number of grants or the size of the awards; thes« 
categories split evenly. Most states could not predict 
^hich way the state would react in that respect. 

A number of states from each of t;he categories ' 
ranging from "elimination" to "no impact", indicated that the 
'state would still come up with a package for students with 
the greatest need.- Many states indicated -that the middle 
classv^tu dents would be hardest hit, with a number of states 
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- indicating that the "students at independent schools would* 
f««l the most impact; this response came primarily from sta- 
tes whose programs are largely, geared to students at inde- 

pendent institutions. . . . - 

? • ' . / 

s • " 

• • * 

Most states indicated that they wquld not replace 
the Federal contribution. * *• . . 

, r ' 

Almost without exception, the rei^pondents ^dicated 
that the SSIG program is .efficient and well fun. Many^ei 
it is the most, efficient Federal program. A number stated 
• that it is a good model for the ideal state-Federal 
p^rtnershi"p: ^ .* 

Overall, the states don't oppose discretionary use • 
of SSIG fUhds, but many stressed that .discretion should be 
flexible,, and .permissive, not mandatory or inflexible. : Most 
states favor J?.eep.ing'. the j^rogram the way it is (but don't 
object to there being discretion for .states who so desire^. 
A few states favor the; ^idea and would in fact use the money 
in work-study programs. Two states favor abolishing SSIG 
and using the funds for CWS. 



ID. (1) Have federal sltudent financial assistance . 
policies affected the distribution of students attending 
independent versus public institutions in the state? (2). 
Have these policies affected the distribution of students 
within the public institutions (2-year-, 4'-year, etc.)?' (3) 
Have the federal policies affected the aggregate number of 
students attending postsecondary institutions in the state?. 
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(4) Have ali^ chanc^^s been weighted towards one or more pac- 
ticular categories of students? (5) To what extent has th$ 
state taken action, t6 either reduce or capitalize upon such 
changes? * • 



4 ^ 



ID Virtually no state was able to respond to this 

question using quantitative data; there apparently is none. 

Some states, are in the process of studying the matter; no 

results are ih^yet. The respondents answered this question 

based on their own sense of the matter. The majority of 

states indicated that there is no relationship between 

Federal policies and programs and shifts in stU(3ent 

demographic variables. Many states have experienced 

incresed enrollments at public institutions, with a larger 

increase at two year schools. In fact, the increased 

enrollment at two year scxHools was the most common variable 

- . • i 1 

among the states. This l!;S seen as being reflective of 

unemployment and the economy. Other than the several states 

which are responding to an increased demand fdr 

technical/science^ programs / nonfe gave any response which 

indicates that action is ^eing taken to reduce or capitalize 

upon changes. , ' 

Private enrollment levels have remained stable in 

many states^ increased ^n a few and. decreased in some. Some 

* • 
respondents indicated that there may be a tie between- grant 

money reductions and private school enrollment decreases. < ' 
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Some states indicated that community college 
enrollment increases are in part due to a "new' kind?* of stu- 
dent, 'i.e., the adult student. Some respSridents . also feel 
that the low cost of these schools enables some people who 
might otherwise not have, had access tt) attend at the post- 
■ secpndai:y level. • ' ' , - 

- Chan^e^ agaih seem to be weighted toward the middle 
class student; it is this student who majr be more likely to 
spend his or her" first two. years at a corarauriity cis^iege and 
then move to a four year school or attend a foUr year public 
^rather. ' , 

Some states attribute enrollment increases to stu- 
dents who are seeking an education in technical, engineering 
or science areas. Several states are attempting to repond , 
"to this by strengthening thiase programs. One or two s1:ates 
have entertained the possibility of "loan foregivehess" 
programs in t-hes.e areas-i . - • . ' 



IE.' (1) To what extent have federal student financial 
assistance policies and programs affected state policies 
towards pos^tsecondary education other than student financial 
aid? Included in this would be tuition and fiae levels,, 
Enrollment caps, aid to independent colleges and institu- 
tional expansion/program review decisions. 



Ill' ♦ The majority of respondents (approximately 20) 
indi^cated that < Federal programs and policies have no direct 
impact on policies other than financial aid. Of the 
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18 respondents who discussed tuition increases as being • " 
affected by external policies, one half indicated that the 
state's own budgbet ^and policies are the key factor. The 
other half indicated • tht Federal policies have had some 
effec^: upon tuition increases, in that federal funding made, 
it, e.g., "easier to justify" those increases. . One of these 
sta^s which indicated that„federal policies directly • * 
affected a tuition increase indicated that this was the case 
only with the state' s ^medical school. ^ 

« • , 

Only one state indciated that fees have been kept 
lower as a result of federal funding. 

. 'Most states don't have enrollment caps. ,A few do; 
one indicated that this is just now occurring and would have 
happened sooner withput federal funds.* Several other states. 

I 

that have caps have them only at ^±he professional school 
level or*in science/technical programs*^; this *is not nece- 
sarily seen as beiiig t^ied^-t^- f^a^ral^^fuhdi^g^^^^ 



IP. CD Is fedeiral student aid policy better or, less 
well understood. in the context of its impact upon the state 
than other federal activities? (2) if there is a dif- « 
ference, describe your perception of the reasons. 

IP The states split on this one. Generally , smaller 

states and those with less complex state government systems 
indicate that stud.enj:. ai4-pbli^ies -are better' understood. 
This se"emiS tb Ij^^^function of active" student 'aid officers' 
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organizations and of good conununicat ions' between 
congressional delegations and institutions and 
- ■ govetning/coordinatiftg boa'rds. Lairgerv more complex states 

e - " 

-generally indicated that student aid is less well' understood 
Often pointing to raedicare/raedicaid as a program which is 
^ , better understoodl' .. " 

Group II. State Response to Federal Policies 

, . ^ IIA. . (1) Is analy^iis of the impact of federal programs 
centjjalized in your state? (2) Which agency or office (or 
offices) handle such analyses? (3) -In this context, how is 
federal policy on student aid handled? (4) Is legislative 
an<^ executive analysis coordinated? (5) How and by whom? 

♦ *■ 

-» • • 

^ ItA There is probably a fairly even split on this 

. question. Generally ,.\if a state's analysis is centralXzed, 
J thai analysis is done by the SIJEEO office.' In states 

where tepondent- indicated that analysis is "decentralized 
or "not centralized^" any analysis which done is most 
often performed by the SHEEO office, although in several 
"^S^tates where the" analysis "is decentralized it is. performed 
b-y the entity most affected, e.g., the state guarantee 
agency d'eals with GSL matters; the institution deals with 
• . carapUs bjasfed program matters^ etc. 

. ^Legislative and executive .analysis' is often not 
coordinated; to the extent that it is accomplished by the 
SHEEO or ;the governor ''s office. 
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A fairly common response', especially iii smaller 

3 . . ■ /■ ' 

states, was^ "everyone does a lob of talking and communicating 
with one another," -even if there' is no formalized analysis 

process. . 

, - ' * ' ■ ' ^ . 

I IB. (1) How, if at all, Jias your state responded to 
the major changes<-In\federal student aid policy, such as the 
eligibility changes in Pell aftd GSL? 

' * ^ ' * 

I IB Approximately ten states indicate that there was no 

response or no major impact as a result 'of eligibility 
changes in Pell and GSL, About as man^ indicate that 
refspbnse was of a lobbying, nature. A similar' number 
di^us-sed operational or pfoposed state GSL or bond issues 
^^^'^S^^te loans. Approximately five responded that their 
State supported the changes, or even if they didn't>gree ih 
principle responded by charging state requirements to be 
consistent. A few 'states mentioned development of state 
worl?TStudy programs as a response, and one state is deve- 
loping a state need based program. About -four states wer4 
uncljear as to reponse. ' . 

-Overall, more states were concerned, with GSL . tehan 

• ■ ' , - ■■ . / ' ' 

Pell in this respeet. - , . ' ^ 

. / . 

Of the states whiph have or are propoising GSL 
programs, mote v'iew if as a tesponse' to federaL action^. . 
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lie. (1) Have changes in federal policy been announced 
with sufficient lead time to -enable the state to respond in 
reasonable fashion? (2) Has the state engaged^inxsustained 
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Analysis of t)ie impact of .federal student aid policy, or is 
such analysis done on an^ ad hoc bcsis? (3) Has there been 
sufficient information regarding changes in federal policy . 
available to the state sufficiently' in"' advance of implemen- 
tation to allow for aij' appropriate state response? 

lie Most of the stat^ feel that there is not suf- ' 

f icient lead time given} Of those which think there is 
enough time, many credit not the federal government b^at^^ 
^intervening agency (e.g., the state's Washingtpn office, 

^SFAA, SHEEO)' with getting the informatfon to them in tim^. 
•PeAl changes and social security changes were often cited as 
r< 



recei 



It examples of gases where time* was insufficient. 



Analysis is ad hoc in most states. 



.Most feel that information is insufficient, 
although fewer than those who think lead time is insufficient. 
Again, other entities are credited with sufficiency of 
infonnat'ion\where it is felt to exist. 



S-everal states blame tfieit. oWn iniftastructure for 



perceived' 



f iciency. 



A 



IID. (l)'what is the relationship between yqnr state's 
eponoraic condition during the period tfovered, state support 
fo*r postsecondary education and -federal student aid ' / 
policies? (2) Have the federal policies tended to be coun- 
tercyclical or have they exacerbated economic swings? (3) 
Ha;ve state efforts been cbuntercyclical or consistent wit^fi 
economic conditionsf 
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IID Many states with poor economies feel that at a time 

when thfey are being hit with a bad state econorayr jthe 



federal government is pulling back when it should be giving 

• -■• r 

more support. v 



Most feel that federal policies exacerbate *ecoriomic 
swings while s^ate efforts are consistent. 

Many perceive this issue as a state problem^ not 
necessarily tied to Federal policies. 



I IE. (1) What is the appropriate balance between state 
and federal involvement in post secondary support? What role 
should the state play in the relationship between the 
federal government and the institutions;, in the distribution 
and use of student financial aid fun^3s? (2) What, it 
anything, should be done to revise the relationship between 
federal student aid policies and states? (3) Include here. 
progx;ammatic suggestions as well as policy changes, at both 
the state and* federal levels. 



IIE " Almos^t as many different responses as respondents. 
Overall, many feel that the fe<leral government is and should 
be the primary soupce of aid, with the state supplementing 
that assistance. 

States split in the role in distribution of funds? 
many see a value in state oversight,- some see a .waste of 
money with the state -in the middle. Generally, the s'tafee 
should help when it can and not intrudev;if not necessary. 
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ALABAMA 



_ , • • • • \ 

- Leverage , 

' * ' ^' 

II. A. ' The state's grant and GSL. programs came into 

rJ:^ ' ' ' ■ . 

-existance as a result of .Federal involvement. The grant 

program begain in 1975-6. _ Alabama GSL became operational 
March 1981. ' . ' - ' ^ 

II. B. Respondents indicated that federal programs, par- 
ticularly *ell, are so large and have so much publicity that 
that isf^h^t has made it: possible to get the state programs 
which do existf i.e . , the Alabauna Student Assistance Program 
(SSIG) and the, Alabama GSL Program. Initially, 
appropriations were made because the federal programs were ~ 
there. When the federal government made ci^tbacks so did the 
atate. 'Alabama began its student assistance program afiter 
SSIG and does not overmatch. 

IV, • The percentage of students at private schools who 
receive kid is much larger, tfian in the public sedtor. 
Private students are more dependent on aid dollars. In the 
time period of . the last ten years beginning with ^t>ell, pri- 
vate programs have increased enrollment. 3% per year. 
Alabama has a tuition equalizatiOa. program but it is not 

^ » * ' 

seen as being rfelated to the federal policies. It was 
established iti 1978. , 



Appropriate Balande 
• / • - 

III. , The" state is trying to make -education available and 

that philosophy viH continue. Hovever,^ unless federal 

dollars are there tljere wiil be no replacement at the, state ' 

level; ^although that may be "different at the research end; 

rv* A greater percentage of students who receive state 

• 

aid are private school students. .The state's latest survey 

... ' 

show that slightly over 50% of the state's students receive 
federal aid. There, has been an increase in enrollment; 
however, how directly this is related to federal aid poli- 

ft 

cies depends o'n which gercentage which receives aid is being, 
viewed.' It^ is speculated that half of the students in the 
state .probably would not be in gost-secondary. education 
without federal aid. The state has not seen any great 
changes in the demographics of students, i., e . , distribution 
shifts between private and public or within the public- 
system. One thing that has been noted is a decrease in the 
number of v^erans who are* attending^ which r'is correlated ' 
with a decrease in veterans' benefits. This hais affected 
community college enrollment. The state has not taken any 
action to r^spcffid to these changes. < ' 
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• V. 'No response. 

V / . ^ • • 

VI. a. , SSIG. If the Feds did away with the SSIG program 
• there would -be, no need based grant program in the state of 
Alabama", according to" Respondents. Tljere is a feeling that * 
the fede,r;al threats of funding cuts have carried over into 
. the state's philosophy, in 1982-1983 the matched federal • 
dollars came from the institutions. Any perceived changes 
in the SSIG program could be rela-ted to the federal poli- ^ 
cies, however, they are definitely related to the state's 
. economy. SSIG gave grants to 5,400 students this year. 
Many of those would need to* tu^ to loans or drop out if the . 
program did not exist. - , ^ . ^ 

' Ii respon^d^ng to whether or not the state^ should 
have discretion on use of funds now paid out of SSIG,' itT is 
felt t^hat legislators would- pay more . attention to a need for ' 
a work study program than for a grant program and might ^ 
possibly come through with more dollars.. • ' 

VI. bl, Alabama has a guaranteed student loan program which 
caifie 'Into eieistence as a response to the federal program. 
.The Alabama GSL legislation was. passed in May 6t 1980 and 
♦ ' became operational in March of 1981. 

Alabama's -response to major changes eligibility^ fojr 
. .P^JlI and GSL has^ b^en "changes have^ beeii implemented. ** It 
. "was noted that proposed changes have not been addressed on a , . 
Statewide response level* ' • ' . ; I 

ER?c " ., .-, Vie . ■■' ,, . ■; . > 
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VII. In th» past few years there has been Increased 
understanding of Federal stiideiit aid programs. 

Alabalna's analysis of Federal programs is not • ■ 
■centralized. The Commission on Higher Education attem^s to 
keep students and financial aid officers well informed - but 
the effort is not well organized-at this point. 

The State feels. it is given sufficient lend time to 
respond to Federal policies, and indicated that it (the 
- State) has organizational problems which impede response. 
Analysis is ad hoc^ Sufficient information is givenr but\ . 
same orgafnizational problem exi3ts«^ 

Both the staters economy and Federal policies ar« ^ 
linked to decreasing money for student .aid* ^ Pedetal poli-* 
"^ies are countercyclical. v State efforts are consistent. 

VIII. 'd. Exemplary programs. Alabama has a tuition equali- 
^ zation program to help defray cost of students attending 
^ivate institutions. 

Vlil.b^ Not 'giv^n. , . 

VIII. c. No examples given^of private sector (Sevelopments. ; 
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ALASKA ° ^ . 

IIa' * 'The State Student Lpun'^Program is the biggest stu- 
dent assistance program in the State. The State became 

* ♦ 

" heavily involved in the loan program when the Peds tightened 
eligibility. The State's grant program was developed as a 
resul-t of SSIG. The* State has no work-study program . 
(^though one is being developed). The State gets some Pell 
money but this is a small amount. 
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IIB Federal policies and programs did leverage the 

State~in a negative sense. Alaskans were cut out o£ Federal 
assistance in lar^e numbers and the State had to pick this 
up. GSL was most heavily affected. 

I.ir The Peds and the states should be in partnership 

virth one another. Alaska believes in a matching effect, but 
the Peds should not be responsible for more than one half of 
the burden* The State's role is to coordinate and- to try to 
centralize the. function so there is an order to it. The 
state can be of help in interpreting what comes from the ' 
Peds; as it comes directly from them it. is not. always in the 
U?sl usable form for the institutions. Regarding suggested 
revisions of the State^Pederal relationship, . respondent • ' . 
indicat'ed that the Peds need to^, decide what it is they are ' 
trying to achieve and' what the goals "are. This should ini- 
tiate student policies which would encourage a state to. pur- 
sue . goals. Alaska has, a ma5or problem with Federal defin- , ^ 
tiions of need^ or the way needs tests are r^n because no ' 
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allowance is made for differential. For example, the cost 
of iiving in Alaska is quite high. Many students are ren- 
dered ineligible for Federal aid in .Alaksa because of this. 
For example, 'a family which makes $40,00d in Alaska is quite •• 
different than a family Which makes $40,000 in Arkansas if 
each has one" student wishing to attend college. ♦ 

IV Federal student aid policies have not affected 

• ♦ 

demographic variables in the State. 

V None. - ' 

VIA If the SSIG were to be eliminated, Alaska would 

drop out of the program. There would be no need-based 
' program at the State level, if the program were reduced, 
the State would itill probably drop out. . The State is an 
evenly matched one which receives only about $100,000 from 
the Feds.' "There woulJa be no real impact on student access', . 
because the program is so small. ^ . 

• The. State has no problems with the efficiency of 

/the program, but feels that it is underfunded. 

■•• • ' 

The Sta.td would oppose discretionary use- of funds.- 

> ■ ' ' I 

VIB Alaska indicated that it has "-pretty much gone- its 

^wii way.* The State is now looking at the development of its 

own work-study program. 'The State has a " tremendous * and 

Q probably the most liberal loan program in the nation. 

' ' — ' - ^^..-^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 



(Eligibility for, the State loan is as follows: Alaska resi- 
dent, attej^ding an Alaskan school, full-time student, no 
needs test, undergraduate students — maximum $6,000 at 5%, 
graduate students-*-maxlmum $7,000 at'5%, and If a student 
resides In Alaska after attending school, the State will 
deduct up to 10% of his/her payments per year up to 50%; 
I.e., the State will write-off up to half of the loan "as 
long as the student stays in Alaska.) The State has a very 
small Pell program. 

VIC None given. 

• • * 

VII. Fefderal student aid policies are well understood 

and understood probably as well ad other Federlil programs. 

The analysis of Federal_ programs- is centralized, 
with the Commiasion on Postsecondary Education. The 
Commission also coordinates legislative and executive^^aly- 
ses. ' . 

Generally the State feels it is given sufficient 
lead time, although ih some cases they are not. An example 
f)f this would have been Pell last fall. Analysis done on « 
ttfis is ad hoc. The State feels that it is given sufficient 
information. * . 

- - — I-..--..---- ^- — ^^--^ ^.^..^^.^ — ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^.^^^....^^ 
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Alaska's economy Was on the rise- when'-> the nation's 
was flat. Thu*s, the State was able to pick up some o£ the 
slack left behind by Federal cutbacks. Federal policies 
have exacerbated. State efforts have been consistent* 

VIIIA Alaska has a very large and liberal state loan 
program. It is easy to achieve" eligibility. If a student 
resides in Alaska after completing his/her studies, the 
State will write-off up to half of "the loan if the student 
remains in Alaska. (See response to VIB.) 

VIIIB ' Alaska has Introduced legislation to develop a 
work-study^ program. 

^- • ■ . 

Vine None given. 
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ARIZONA • V 

\ ^ ' ' , 

liA Respondent indicated that Federal policies have had 

little effect on the State. However, the Board of Regents 

did set aside 5% of last year's increase in tuition for 

-■ ' . * ■ ' . 

grants to needy students in 1983-4: SSIG is the only, major* 

state-supported program. Arizona does not have a state-wide 

program. State "^assistsmce". takes the form of tuition 

waivejs; this is administered by the institutions. ' 

IlB Respondent ijidicated that there is no leveraging 

impact in the State/. 

IXC Tuition has gone up in , Arizona because it is a ^ 

source o£ revenue. Federal policies are not functionally' 
related to fee levels. 

III , The Federal government should continue to operate 

< 

loan programs. Grant money which goes diiectly to students 
would be handled better if the sta.tes were involved- in pro- 
cessing applications and awarding money, but the states 
couldn't take on this administrative burden without federal 
funds. ""Most institutions aren't set up to handle programs. 

ly J. Arizona hasn't experienced any shifts in the 
demographic variables as related to' federal policies. Thete 
are very few students/in the private sector. Community v. 
colleges have grown at a faster rate, and there has beeii an 
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increase in four-year public institutions. The community 
college growth is related to the .economy ,i Any changes which 
might exist in the aggregate number of students are not 
related to federal policies. Anecdotal data indicates, that 
^middle-class students are finding it more difficult to get 
aid. There dLs perceived need of .additional funds for the , 
middle class. Respondent indicated that more students are ' 
going Into business and science programs^ 

V The State has fostered the trend of ^tudents^ toward 

.business and science programs* ^ There is an effort to 
improve, engineering programs in the State. The State has 
done nothing in response to the perceived heed of the middle 

class. - ' -?r .1 _ ■ • • 

, - * . ■ - . " \ 
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If tJie' "SSIG program were eliminated, Arizona would 



eliminate matching funds and the program would be 
terminated, 

4 

\%^SIG is one of the more efficiently operated 
programs. No changes are necessary. 

It is riot necessary to* provide discretion. . .CWS 
works well as It i's.^ . 
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VIB." The State has not responded to- changes in eligibi- 
lity in Pell and GSL. Arizona is a "late comer" 'to GSL; 
having joineS the program within the past two. years. • • 

VIC None given, 

VII Federal student aid^policies are probably less well 

understood than others. 

Analysis o£ federal programs Is not centralized In 
the State, the process Is described as "ad hocracy*" The 
Board of Regents would do* any arialysis that might be done. 

The State has not been affected by lead time for 
ciiianges In federal programs because there has not been 
response at the State^ level. On the Institutional leyel, 
however y there have be^n problems In delays for allocation 
and eligibility. There is a burden placed on the staff, 
"Inhere is no formal analysis done. Information is not suf> 
f Iclent at the institutional level. 

Federal policies do not affect the economy as wich 
as state policies and money. " The State operates on the ■ 
assumption that students will attend. Tuition is hot high 
in the iState. , . t 



/ • . . ■ . . . . 
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. VIIIA None given,, 
VIIIB " , None given. 
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VIIIC Nol^e given. 
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- ARKANSA; 




II. A The Arkansas Legislature probably would not have 
establiarhed the state.' s Scholarship program without federal 
incentive.- As the ^program became more established, tij^ 
.state put more money into it^ now it is 75%\state and 25% 



federal. 



Arkansas law dictates^ that money muist be provided" 



to elach qualified student who applies by the deadlines 
II.B. Arkansas had no state student aid program prior to 
SSIG;. it is now. an Overmatched state. Leveraging is not 
seen t;6 be o^ any great .impact. The legislature is not seen 
as being sensit^v^ to' increasing funds' in the face of real 
or proposed federal! funding cuts. There 'is a formula . for 
state dollars goin^i to institutions. Each two and four year 
institution has an appropriations bill. An "X-amount" is 
appropriated for -education every two yeats^hen the legisla- 
tu^e meets, 

II. C. . Uq Impact."^ \' ^ J 

III. No rationaj^ given. 

tlV. There is no data as of yet to substantiate any 

trends. However, in 1981-*1982 there was an increase in 
enrollment ^at two year independent ^institutions. There was 
a slight increase in enrollment in four year public schools. 
There is a larger increase in two year than^ in four year ^ 
schools. In^ spite, of the increase in public and decrease in 
private there ii^' an ^overall increase in the aggregate, number 

^iMMiiMyiiiMliiliMiMilil^^ 
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of students. No direct ties to the federal policies are 
seen. No research has b^en done on what_kind of students 
.are most affected by this. No action is taken „'to capitalize- 
on these changes. ^ 

V. NOsTesponse. . 

•VI. a. SSIG.^ Thelaw in Arkansas requires that the 
state must provide money to each qualified student who has 
%pplied by the deadline; obviously thi's means prorated 
?imounts depending on the number of qualified applicants.^ 
The respondent indicated that because the state must find 
. money for every student there would not bl much difference 
other than the dollar amount. It is not seen as something- 
that would dramatically affect access, but it would choice. 

VI. b. • The GSL agency in Arkansas is a separate entity and 
fs not under the umbrella "of the Board of Higher Education i 
The. Department's only responsibility is providing occasional 
information to the entity. It has been noticed. that there 
were. fewer, loans given after the eligibility changes in GSL ' 

.' tightened. As far as PELL |is concerned the Department tries 
to collect data from each institution; the. Department does 
do a detailed report on how much money is coming Xnttf the 
state and how it is disbursed- by the institution, etc. 
Arkansas has not seen i significant dej:rease-in the federal 
funding in that area, or that is to say they haven't seen 
enough of a decrease to make them* feel it ^necessary* to 

. i^aliey the legisiatpr>. 
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VI. c, 1^0 response. . ; , . . 

VII. .(See attached)., . .« 

VIII. a* No examples were given of exemplary programs.. The- 
state has no tuition equalization program.. 

VIK.b. Respondent indicated that financiaa aid officers 
have seen a little more money in .work study programs in the 
'pa^t couple of years. . ) 

VIIl.c. There are no examples of private sector developments, 
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.VII The state has a. good working relationship with 

. the SSTC office in Washington and finds it to 
be very responsive and very efficient. In 

♦ 

fact, commendable* 
, * . There is no real centralized analysis of 

federal policies. The state agency does not 
have the specific 'staff or branch for that. 
Any analysis which is done is done through » the 
Director of the Department. The legislature 
^ and the executive agency rely 'on the Depart- 
ment. Requests come to that office. That is 
the -Department. The Department serves as a 
liaison between the legislature and the 
goverftoir. 

^ It. is felt that therV is not sufficient time 

in order, to respond. An example given was that 
. there was ultimate chaos last year in the delay 
o£ Information '^and funds. . The delivery system 
last •year was the worst ever , although the 
state feels more positive about the upcoming 
year. Any analyses done of these types of 
'thini§s are done on an ad hoc basi^. 
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Economic conditions; The state has had 
to reduce the state expenditures.. The 
s^ate funds, whatever the tibndition 
merits. There Is a vetJy slight Increase' 
In funding for the '8.3/* 84 year. 
Enrollment Is projected to j3# up slightly 
for that period. The state's efforts are 
consistent with economic conditions; 
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^ . ^ CALIFORNIA. 

, "I _ . ■ , 

II. b. • Federal student financial aid- policies have not 
served as leveraging mechanisms. In the overall financial 
. structure of the state po^t-secondary support is a relative- 
ly siaall. part. 

• II. c. A*^,.^cqording to respondent California has not done 9 
lot in direct response. There is not a substitution impact 
perceUved there. Fee levels were not raised in response to 
PELL. Community college fees were raised in response to the 
state budget (^3/; 84). ^ ' . 

VII Respondent fpund.it difficult to answer the question 
^regarding suff^ient time and information, it is feit that . 
if . something is going to be out the sjbate can get it. No 
. one in^the state has a network in order to develop a state 
- position which makes the centralization question irrelevant 
to some extent. ^ • 

VII ♦ x:i^arly federal policies exacerbate.^ the state 
/situation along with fee increases and the inflexibility in 
"the state's own situation. No funding has been increased as 
;. a result of federal policies and enrollment has not 

>■ " . * . • • • ' ' 

^-declined. «• , - " 



<LI'l. . The federal government is responsible for providing 
dollars and shoi^d set minimum criteria for the distribution 
of funds, but allow flexibility for state use. The accoun- 
tability of the funding source must he related to the flexi-- 
bility of the system* This would also insure equity /for all 

states. Respondent "has a problem" with the federal govern- 

« 

ment or the state getting involved with the academic side of 

' * 
things^ California has a problem at this time regarding 

satisfactory academic progress. Some people think that 

* f 

there should be, for ^example, a set level of the GPA to ' \ 

V 

allow a student to remain eligible for. aid; however, others 
feel that the state should simply set standards^and let it 
-go at that, because it is an institutional decision. Both 
the federal government and the state should t/y to avoid 
using funds to achieve ends other than the reduction of 
financial barriers. This is not to say that problems should 
be ignored, ilut the end should be the removal of those 
barriej^s. ' 

IVV Distribution of students Is being affected but it 

is nat quite certain at this point how and what. The .number 
of first time freshmen at private institutions is dropping 
and^it is increasing in the public schools. This past fall 
is, according ^to projections, the. first time there should 
have been an overal.1 decline. However, ^ there was an • 
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Incr^ease at post->secondary attendance, all of thiis Increase 
in public Institutions. It is seen as possibly being a 
function of state policies and not the ecojioray or not 
federal policies. The independent schools thikk its because 
of the. California grant programs. - 

V. . None. 

VI. a.- SSI6. ^ The impact would be very significant in 
California. SSIG represents one-eighth of the funding for 
state programs. This would reduce^ by one-eighth the 
available funds al? a time .when- fees are going up in all four 
segments (independent, U.Cal.*, state system, and California 
Community Colleges^. There are now^ state resources to 
expand or replace those lost fujnds. It is estimated that 
tHe state '.would lose twelve of its .$8d,000.,000 in that area-. 
This would translate into about 7500 recipients. It is dif- 
ficult to*.say which students would lose those awards because 
California's SSI6 award winners are not identified beforef 
hand; in a sense the money is thrown into a pot. and they are 
identified post hoc . 
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yi.b. That is a difficult question for the respondent to- 

.answer. There are a lot ^ of problems in >the state with * 

■ ■ ■ :l ■■ ■■ ■ ' : ■ . • 
inter nal^political tensions.. The state's interest's in stu-f 

dent financial aid is relatively recent .~ The interest as a 

state fs not as longstanding as it is in the eastern part 6f 

the country. Its just not something they "had their act 

together "'enough to. make any determinations on. 

VI. c. None spoken to. ' 

VII. The analysis of impact of federal programs is not 
centralized in the statei No one is officially chdrged with 
state policy there are a lot of gaps in the system. Matters 
are handled- ad hoc . Legislative and executive anaylsis^ is 
not coordinated. The financial aid directors are a fairly 
strong force in the state. 
Villi a. None given. 

VIII. b. None given. 
VIII. c. None giveii. \ 

' 1- 



3i 



COLORADO ... 

• * 

II. a. Respondent indicated that there is a clear impact • 
of federal prograins.on state programs. Most specifically, 
it made private students^ eligible for the SSIG program 
whereas prior to. the federal programs; there students were 
not eligible for other programs. That has not generalized; 
private s^tudents have not been made eligible for the other 
programs as a result'. The other impact -sieen is that when 
Colorado sets up regulations for state programs there is an 
attempt made to make them consistent with federal regula- 
tions. They ate not identical, however. 

II. b. There is not direct evidence of leveraging of money 

for state programs as a result of federal policies. The 

^ ■ ' . ' .<,'.' 

general enthusiasm by students may have inspired enthusiasm , 

of the state. It eas'ed fears of raising tjiition. There is 

^really no response of leveraging. In all likelihood this is 

true because Colorado did not have to create a program for 

SSIG; it already had a well developed state student' program. 

There is an attitude 'in the legislature that seems to be one 

of resentment of implications that the istate is . expected to 

pick up federal programs. In short, they don't like to be 

told what to do. . Colorado is an overmatched state. 
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II. c. It is possible that as 'a. result of the federal 
programs there *may have been mo£^e>.freedom to raise tuition. 
Respondent does not see any^ other impacts Enrollment' caps 
apparently exist but are not related to federal policy. 

II . d* There has been no response to GSL changes. ,A 
task force on alternatives was established. ^There were 
recommendations made by the Committee on student aid .that 
jiiore students should be served and, for example, they could 
work while going to school. In o^her words they would be 
able to finance education without federal aid. As to awards 
by campus if Pell shifts, the state would shift but they are 
unclear as to how they wduld do it. 

III. Colorado would like to see federal funding and 
•policy focused on aiding students', with the aiding of insti- 
tutions delegated to the state. States should be encouraged 
to formulate student aid pblicies in acdordance with the 
state's own objectives. For example, in Colorado there is 
little federal money coming into the. state for ans'ti^tutions, 
and that is not something the >tate wishes to change. The 
State should spend money on"student aid for its own objec- 
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tives, while the fedexal^focus-shoiildHser-oirrneed based 
assistance. The state has, for exaunple, merit based aid 
■programs. The respondent also indicated the state's objec- 
tion to the federal funding of states which have little 
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institutional support. With respect to revision of the 
state federal relationship," Colorado feel^s that the state is 
capable of playing 4 role, in the distribution of funds and 
could help the federalt.government,v On the other hand, many 
States don't lave tHis"capabirity and in such cases, Aoney 
shouldn't go through state agencies. Colorado emphasizes 
deregulation of, student aid programs. For exan\gle, the 
government's attempt to reduce fraud causes interference and 
costs too much. There should be incentives for good manager 
ment,> i.e. , emphasis on training rather than auditing. 
Overall, Colorado appreciates a latitude Which allows them 
to be different.. 

IV. There. is no evidence .of any demographic variable 

changes as. tied to federal policies. Although it is 
believed' that the SSIG program has enabled^ students to 
attend private colleges., There could be a negative affect 
on. the public schools if they were to lose out-of-state stu- 
dents as ;a result o£ funding policies. The aggregate number 
o£ students attending schools has not been a££ected« 
However, the jportien o£ students attending £ull time was 
a££ected4 The state experienced a shi£t to part-^time educa- 
,tion. Also it experienced somewhat of a shi£t £rom residen- 
tial to commuter campuses* 
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V. The statis has taken no aclslon on any perceived 
changes in demographic variables. One program does enable 
out-of-state students lower fees if they live in the dorm, 
but this affects small institutions only. 

VI. a. Colorado feels that if the SSIG appropriations 
decline much more, small Institutions may find it. not 
yorthwhiie to participate. If it is eliminated it' could' end 
private student participation in. programs.. SSIG is per-- 
ceived as being a very efficient, well run program. 
VI. b. .. There was no response to GSL changes. A task^force 
on alternatives was set up. Regarding awards bycai^tra>, if 
Pell shifts, the state-will also shift but they don*b quite 
know how. - * . ' ' 
VI. c. No impact. . 

yil. The state does no central analysis on: the ^impact of . 
federal programs and policies. The Commission, as well as 
the GSli agency does some analysis and informs the governor 
and legislature o£ the impact and makes recommendations,. 
Usually they dbn* t see a fllrect response, 

' The general, impression is that student aid is less ^ 
well understood, than many other federal programs. .Student 
aid isibne of mayiy factors which determine whether a student, 
will, attend. Po^'example somebody, is eighteen years ol<3 . 
and can't get aid they /will make a decision v^hether or not 
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to' seek an education; as compared to someone who is. sick, and 
has to mae a decision as to whethet or not .to seek' medical 
care. ' % • ♦ * . ^ ■ 

The^^is not sufficient lead time. The. present 
system is grossly inadequate for allowing-^studehts to " 
adjust. Analysis' is ad hoc. There is insufficient infer 
.mat ion. . - 




State support is cyclical with'state economy. 



VIII .a. For example/ Colorado* has a program Which enables 
* * ' < * *. . 

out-of-state students lower fees if they live in the dorm. 

This affects sma^l institutions. 

VIII. b. No examples given. 

VIII. c. No examples given. - *. , , f . 
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, CONNECTICUT 

11.^. Connecticut c^reated its own 
the GSL program. However, the state creai 
progr^s to SE06 and college work study. 
. appropriated and allocated to the institution!, in .ojr&i^^ 
supplement the federal programs. Overall, b^^i}i^:oty.-..":^!'i^^^\ 
Federal participation it is felt that the state rpie lis - ^f * 
secondary. 

II. b. jTp date, the^e have been few initiatives -^on tM :; 
part of ^he atate .in response €b federal j^tudejit aid tinafi- 
cial policies. The exception would be las4: year when .1' 
Reagan's 1983 budget proposal threatened .cuts. The ^tate^. 
-^responde^ to^' this in three ways: ^irst, it appropriated ah 

additional $300,000 for student assist^ce programs^ secoiiid, 

& . ■ 

it created a bond program with an independent loan authority 
for students at independent colleges to allow them.^ another 
borrowing alternative i and third, since public colleges 

could not participate in thal^ supplemental' loan money there 

' > ' ' . ' ' • ,■ . ;v ... 

was a $3,000,000 bond authority made available for > . 

. . * , ■• • ■ • •• . 

Connecticut students,, in Connecticut public coll49es. This 
was merjply^authori^ed;^it is unknown at this time whether 
the . funds, will^^ever actually be released.' It ^(?as^a vehicle 
thjfough which the 'funds could be routed to public students, 
if necessary. . It is unknown h.rom interview whethep .^.-^^ 
Coi(ne<Sticut: had a state studei^ assistartce program prior to 
SSIG; 



Connecticut is an overmatched state,. 



II. c. (In part, same response as tb II. a.) In respoitse 
to threatened Rfeagan cuts o£ last year Connecticut created 
Its own guarantee agency before the 6SL program. Eo}$fivet, ' 

♦ . ' ' , * ' ' 

the state created parallel programs to SE06 and college work 

. ^ • . ' . 4 ' ^ 

• O • s ' 

Study. Funds were appropriated and . allocated to the insti- 
tutions in order t9 supplement the federal programs. 
Overall because of federal participation it is felt that the 
state role is secondary^' 

1 The^ state has held jChe line on tuition and fees. 

Ill; The federal government's role is to provide access 
tt the public, j^or low cost_education and the statiir should 
play a secondary role. The state does have a leadership 
role in insuring access to money for aid. The state should 
have more input in defiri^ing what- institutions fiould best 
benefit from, as well as on -questions of defining elibility 

- - ^ 4 

of institutions. 
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iV. . There haye been no studies done on any linkage 

"between federal policies; and studfent demographic variables.' 

' ■ . -» ■ ' . . ■ 
It is speculated that if the government backs eat of SEOG, 

some students "will be forced to choose public institutions'. 

Connecticut provides $5,000,000 to independent schools for 

grants. to needy and middle income families. Overall, 

however, the availability of federal funds has probably 

encouraged many who would not have attended school to 

attend. The students most affected by^ the changes will be 

middle to low income students and this affect would take the 

form of loss of choice action. •^ * . 

V. 'The state has done nothing to of f set any possibily 

« 

seen impact. , . 

VI. a. If SSIG were to be eliminated the result would be . 
*1200 fewer state scholarships. This would cause a.minimal 

impact on access; the impact would be on choice. Previous 
reductions caused 275 recipients to be affected.. 

The SSIG program gives -th? state flexibility on how 
to administer the funds, and Connecticut favors the con- 
-tinued support of: thf program. The state, would not like to * 
see thje money go to a college wdrk'study. With respect to 
the dis^cretion colleges shoii^Ld have fliafxibility toi^end work 
study money into grant programs as opposed to. visa versa. 
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Vl.b. Generally^ this is not seen as' being tie(3 directly 
to federal policies.- Connecfticut ^created its own guarantee 
agency before the GSL progran. However, the state created 
^p^arallel programs to' SEOG and college work' study* .Funds 
were appropriated and allocated to the institutions in order 
to supplement the federal programs. Overall > because o£ 
federal participation it is felj: that th^e state role is. 
secondary* ' ' " ' • 

Tct^ate^^ there. have been few initiatives on the 
part of the state in response ta federal student aid finan^ 
cial policies* • The exception would be last year when 
Reagan's 1983 budget proposal threatened cuts^. The state 
responded to this in three ways: first, it appropriated an 
additional $.300,000 for student assistance- piograps; second, 
it created a bond program with ah. independent loan authority 
for students at independent colleges to allow .the»^anpther^.'v; 
borrowing alternative; ap4 third, since publix: colleges^ 
could not participate *in that supplemental money there wa^ a 
$3,000,000 bond authority made available for Connecticut 
Students in Connecticut public colleges; This was merely 
^authorized^ it id unknown at t]^|^ime whj^the:r Jbhfr; funds 

will ever actually be re>leas:ed« It was a Xrehicle through 

>' , ' . * ' ' ' '* . ' 

»■• *• ' ,# 

which the funds could be routed to public students^ , if 

nece.'ssary». '■' . \ ' ' 

•• " • , • . ■ . • - ' :■ ' , ■ rlo ■ ^ ' ». . '■' • - ,. 



yi.c. No. examples" given* ; / • u 

•Vll. Anaaysis of impact is centralized in Connecticut^^^x^ 
, The state's e.xecutive bffice of policy and management is ' 

responsible for this. The Board of Education also does ana- 

lysis. The Board of Education coordinates responses to^e 

"outside". " 

- The state feels that it does not have enough time 

to respond to pro'posed changes. A classic example were the; 

proposed social security changes where there was no lead 
^time for planning at the state level. The state's institu^ 

tions (higher education) coordinated and lobbied as a group 

through the state delegaltion in order to 'express concern^ 
, over these kinds of thingj. Sufficient information is. some- 

times provided -and sometimes not provided. Information is 

often not publicized sufficiently as in j^e.'case of social 

security. . 

VII. Federal student aid poliby, is more visible (ad 
opposed to better understood) to the- state legislature 
because of the impact on 3tudent^^><^^ls?r^re~'^4^ more vola- 
tile matter, one which is responded to emotionally*. 

Connie ticut'i-s economy is in bad shape, and the 
Pecler.ai government is compounding that. Pederai policies '.. 
exacerbate. - 

VIII. a. Exemplary -programs . Eight . years ago the State 
instituted a. tultibii fee vraiVet jprogram. , . 



DBIAMARE \ 

* 1 

* • • • 

II. a. . 'Delaware's state program Is modeled on -the Pell ^ 
concept. Pell is'bui^lt into the formula for aid; Pell is ' 
the first tijer, state aid is the second tier;, and campus 
based and PELL is the third tier. This program was se& up 
in 1978. . - . 

II. b. The SSI6 program served to leverage ,state 
' appropriations; it is the only program which has done' so. 

In fact, it is felt that perhaps other programs stand in the 
way of further st-ate money; the legislature' s" attitude is 
one of "with so many progreuns, how can more be needed?* 

Information not given in' interview as to 'whether or 
not state program existed prior to SSIG; Delaware is an 
overmatched state. 

.tl.c. The state is unique in that it has no state poli- 
cies on tuitions, enrollment caps/ etc. There has been no 
effect at the state level. It is unknown how institutions 
will respond. / , 

III. Respondent indicate^d that balance cannot be 

■ . , \ * ■ ■ ■ 

assessed. As^ for the' federal role;: the college age popula- 
tioh' is a federal resource and the government is responsible 
for equal accjsss and choice to all economic segments of the • 
population. The state should enhance these opportunities. 
The federal support pqlicy should be nationwide r and not 
, deperid upon in which stjate a person resides. To sbme 
extent r this fedetal government is slipping aj*ay from the 
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nationwi(3e policy and this is "changing horses in 
, Bid-stream'*. -The policy should .return more towards where it 

began (or maintain current policy wherd it is {(unchanged) . 

The system has taken a long time to develop and it is 
, working. 

IV. There probably are shifts in distribution of stu- 
dents but there is no real data to verify this. Federal aid 
.has allowed more students to attend independent colleges and 

4 

allowed them to make a choice be^tween a two or four, year 
school. Budget cuts will probably decrease. the two or four 
year option and send more students* to two year schools. ' In 
1982 through 1983 enrollment decreased in both private and 
public institutions. There is no data to suggest any trendy 
however. Changes in distribution such as they exist have 
hi.t the middle class the hardest. : Choree/ rather than 
access has been affected. 

V. The state has taken ho action in response to the . 
changes. 

^•Vl.a. If elimii;kated, tjie istate student grant program 
* would be reduced, by .25 to 30%. The state w.ould £>robably not 
make up that difference. Access, more than choic^ wo^ld be- 
affected. Aid to in-state public school students would 
decrease, aid, to out-of-state private school students would 
increase; ■ • • . . ' 
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The. program is perceived as being. a very efficient. . . 
one. ' , . . . 

^ As for discretion and use pf funds;, funding is yr 
mininal at ^his point and there is no leaway for doing 

something other than grants with itl The state has drafted ' 

^ • ^ . . . . ■■> ,,* 

a bill for a state work study plan. 

VI. b. One response has be.^n the drafting of a bill for a 
state work study plan. In an initiative passed last yisar by 
the legislature, there was established a state supplemental 
loan authority. Although this authorized the sale of bonds, 
it was without the full cffedit and faith of the state behind 
it; it is felt that the program won't get off the ground 
without this backing. j'-. 

VI. c. None discussed. ' ^ ■ ■ . . ' .. 

VII. Federal -Student aid policy is probably better 
understood tfhan other education programs. It is probably 
less understood thaii other federal programs. . > ' 

Delaware has no formal centralization of its anaiy- 
sis' of federal ^programs. The Delaware post-secondary Educa-. 
tion Commission does some informal ad hoc analy^sis. The. 
Commission keeps the legislature and executive branch informed. . . 

The state feels that it. has not been given sufr . 
ficient lead time to. respond to changes in federal policy. 
Any analysis dope of this is ad ho6 . .Geneially . there is fiot . . 




s^sufficient information given. For example. Pell last year; 
the state was not certain until in some cases it was too 
late what the- situation would be. 

In the past bjid economic periods were associated 
with increased enrollment especdalij at community colleges. 
Federal policies have^exacerbated . State efforts have been 
consistent. / 
VIII. a. None given. . 

VIII. b. The state has drafted a bill for a staie work study 
plan. 

VIII. c. None given. 



•FLORIDA • _ . 

. - * • • -- . . •• • , . - . ■ , ' . ■ • • ■ . 

li«A. Supplemental and complimentary policies .have b^en 

developed to n^eet federal financial .aid policies. The state 

revisits and reacts to policies on an annuai basis. The 

Higher Education Act, particularly the portions pertaining 

to guarantee loan agencies, resulting in an increase of eli- 

gible students. 

II.B. If there has been any leverage^ it has beenof a 
negative nature. The state legislature and policy makers 
think that the state should pick up where the federal leaves 
off. It is the" opinion of the student financial aid- direc- 
tors that loans are the best mechanism- o,f this kind. , In 
Florida, matching dollars from the state have not been a 
problem-, SSIG is overmatched 5 to 1. However ,_there is a 
reluctance for the state to step in where the government has 
established itself as the ma jor^ provider • No response was 
given as to whether* or not a program was in .place p^ior to 
SSI6; Florida is ap overmatched state. \ . ' 

II.C. Respondent's first reiaction was a negative affecti ' 

^ * / ' ^ 

validating selective service for Peil would cost one Florida 
institution $120,000. ' • ' ' . ' ' 

In the progt am. area, the state /isi authorized to 
contract with private institutions for. partipular ' ' v . 

- . ■■■ - ■ '-.cr ■ ■ . .'^ 

professional/technical programs (e.g., nursing, sociaj. work. 



engineering). The state makes up the differei^ce^ of the pri- 
vate, and publiq tuition. Br^rollraeAt is limited. 
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III. 'Student financial officers do not favor a regional 
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approach; -they would prefer to go straight tbj|he federal y 

government," otherwise the process is, slowed down. It is 

difficult to come up with a percentage with respect to 

balance. Student and family resources are the foundation 

the second level is the federal*governmelit, and if absolute j.' ; 

versus relative need remains, the state is responsible. ' ^ 

The' desirablie state role is a monitori*ng one^^^n 
some of the new burdens (e.g., validation^, the state could^ 
provide' technical support. • The feeling is a greater percen- ' - 
tage of the dollars would go to the student if the state had 
a role. The most- appropriate role at the federal level is 
to provide broad guideline's without getting too specific. 
IV. The overall affect of federal policy has been a . * 

negative impact on students in the private sector; although,^ 
'there has been a positive affect in the public sector. 
Florida has a it ion voucher program whereby high school 
graduates are given $750 per year to apply against tuition 
at private schools. Private students are negatively 
affected because of the failure of the Pell program tOyf 
iiicr,ease award ambunts in line with inflation. The public 
students- are positively affected because public tuition has^ *; 
not gone up at all., ' . ; 

Any changes in the. aggregate number of students > 
cannot be, attributed to federal policies. There have been ..; . 

- .....^^jJkA.....,....^^^ 
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enrollment increases in the private sector since the. voudher 
program began. Public enrollment has remained stable. .. 
There is increased enrollment at the jun\pr colleges espe- 
cially on a part-time basis; four year enrollment has 
remained stable. The number of high school students going 
on to school has increased due to vocational educational 
prog^irams. 

V. / The state has taken no action to reduce or capita- 
lize ph changes. 

.It. Current reductions will remove $2,000,000 from the 
program next year' and fewer stqdeiits wo^ild receive, aid. 

This will affect 2 to ^ thousand people. ^ 

■ '■ // - ■ ■ 

Florida likff the SSIG program and doesn't think it 

should be changed. jUo. response was given as to tflie discre- 

./ ■ •■ ■ . ; , ' ■ 

tionary use of fund^^; Florida has a state ^ork program. 

VI. b. A study has been commissioned. And, the state has 
created a Work study program with $2,000,000 to be provided 
by the state to be matched by $2,0O0,Q00 from employers. 
The state is 'reqi/esting revenue bond authority, ''^ • 
VI. c. , No response given. 

VII* \^ Federal programs are equally difficult to follow. . 

Florida has a' federal relations office; on the • ' 
Commissioner's staff which-^ ia. located in Washington. This 
office is responsible for informing the state on federal 
i)Oiicy and |)Cog ram changes,. Not a lot^of analysis is done;\ 
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th« pff-lce' is chatted ylth finding changes and funnelling 

ttfe information to student finandial^d Commissioner's,. • 

" ■ ■ . ■■■'I'^'l* ' \ . .' ' • - 

office — which would do the analysis. "'The stjite is realisti- 
•« ' 
✓cally decentralized in that serise. Legislative and execu- 
- ■ ' - — -) . • 

tive analysis is coordinated. There is a steering dommit'tee 

from the .Department of Educationr the legislature and the ^ 

governor's office. 

The state, feels that it has not ha^ enough lead 

\ ' ' ' . 

time to respond to programs . ^ Any analysis has been done* ph 
-an ad hoc basis. Sufficient information is not provided. 
VII€.a. Flori^a^has a tuition voucher ptogram fpr private . 
school students. ;t. also has a. differential award' program 
which' gives up to $1200 maximum to private students and $750 



maximum for public students. 
Vlll.b. The. state is in the pro 




,of creating a work. 



study program; $2,000,000 xwould be provided by, the *state aind 
$2,0,00,000 would be matched by employers.. 
VIII.c. The state is in the j^rpce'ss of creating a work 
study program; $27000,000 wduld^be provided; by the state ¥nd 
$2',000,Q0O i^bvtld be matched by employers.. 
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^ il*a. irheice would have been no » growth in state programs 
absent federal funding. The SSZG federal progreun . 

(.established the state's grant program. 

. - • ' ■ \ . - ■ 

IZ.b. -SSI6 has leveraged state noney;^- If Pell money «[ent 

into matching programs such as SSIG; the same might be the 

case. Respondent indicated that some thought ought to go 

into more dollars in matching programs i Georgia is an ov4r- 

matohed state. The state went through a r^ision and a new 

funding formula, was adop.ted which leads to a 75-25 ratio .'^^ 

-All sighs clearly indicate the Administration's attempt to • 

■ * • ■ • ' » . ■ " ■ , •■ • ' . ■' , . 

curtail grant aid. ,A,11^ factors are generating demand for 

loan money*. The state is £aded with genetating a gr^at deal, 

of money. The question is seen as" being how much indi^bted-- - 

'ness should be force on students**<-its a soci^tl question. 

The* pendulum swings too far.. ' . ]^ , * / ^ 

. II. c. {^substitutions ^r responses to impact have been;^ 

made yet. Oi(|ncerhs are as follows: in 1979 standards o f ; 

'pcipgress were set«which are now inf fehabs i.e. # no progress. 

has b^en m^de^ and it was^ determined that each; school should 

set Its/dyn standards. Its concern )that-'staEihg pi^ 

V that 3taden€k niustt have a C or *better 'is aibsurd^ In ^^ilbther 

area, the draft could have a negajtive affectf,;' Thte state "has 

mad^^djustraents to too ra^ny^- .pf these • t^pes. of things • thaTi^-^ 
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haven't been all- that bad. in most cases the *state has been 
■ alSle to adapt. However, "they feel, that, the federal 'govern- 
ment, is starting to dictate. 

The State has no enrollment caps " (ekcept previously 
existing ones- for medical ^ dental and ✓nursing programs) but 
^ a -lot of people, are being turned away from popular programs. 
Education in Georgia is "underpriced. " Respondents indi- 
cated that their feeling .is that the state does not charge 
enough" tuition; this makes it. hard to swallow because that 
is a big chunk of the aSst of' 'education. 

III. The South has made a lot of ground but it is still 
^behi'nd., In the last ten to fifteen years there have been^ •. 



multiplicity of programs and a lack of coordination,. Since , 

/ ■ ■ . .- , 

the early ECS studies there has been great headway using 

■ ' " 

consistent, forms and needs tests. Fewer programs exist and' 
not as many different kinds of loan programs. On the,' 
administrative .f^vel thisj:ind of thing' shoul'd be broucjht 
closer to the home state and away from ^^C. ■ The. state ^ 
should have more flexibility. . Responsibility administration 
of programs should be at the local level. An example is 
the Veterans Administration,, where the rauliw.piicity leads to 
overpayment. For all aid programs there should be adequate 
data for jiihatever the program may be to allow for maximum 
Use of dollars. 
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tV. In the fifties, one .out of every two students in : 

th^' state were in private schools. There has been a slides 
and now seventy-eight percent of the students are in public 

« ^ ^ * 

schools. . There is a tuition. equalization .program which is ' 
non-need based and any student attending a non-publlt school 
can get $700 a year.. This has stenoned the tide of shift " 
towards public^ institutions. Without this program smaller 
schools would fiave closed. There has been a 1.3% decline in 
-the private sector — enrollment ■ is up in the public jsector 
this year--there has been a 5% increase in junior colleges. 
There has been a slight increase in the four year univer- 
sities. This has cat;sed housing problems. 

V. In the works is an altiernative loan program which 
is. to be introduced in the view future. It will involve 
revenue bonding. No farther information is available; in 
short, people are waking. up and looking for' alterna-tiyes i't 
hasn't quite been decided what they will be but thd 6tate 
legislature is not greatly concerned about .student aid 
finance.- There is strong state support for the GSL program. 

VI, a. If the federal portion of SSIG were eliminated,, 
.^here would be no replacement by the state, it would reach. 

a point of diminishing returns and its possible that "the 
legislature woiSld dump the program. The respondents indi- 
cated that in the sum total more students would be assisted 

:■ ■ ■ : W ■ - 



if, in lieu of' eliminating the SSIG program, the Pell money 
would be shifted to SSIG on a matching basis. The state 
• programs won't be enlargjed otherwise. 

• There is no objection to the federal .government 
allowing discretion, or optional plans; however, the. state 
'*rould not like to see work study mandated. 
Vl.b. The state lives in frustration of what they are 
going 'to do; there is a lot of grassroots support and ^ 
lobbying. A lot of the* work that's done is focused on GSL. 
With Pell they "take it as it comes." There is too little 
money. There are families right over the cap which do need 
help and the formulas are not sensitive to those debts. 
There should be more attention paid to-" alternatives. 

VI . e. No response given. 

VII. In general .education policies are less understood 
tlian other federal policies on say, Medicad, Medicare, at 
least on the part of t;he governor and legislature. It is 
difficult to comprehend the federal student aid policies 
because they change so much too''^pidly and with .too little 
notice. 

Notice for the 84 and 85 year has. been sufficiently 
in advance but this is an exception. In the past racist 
changes have .been "thrust upon the state so quickly. In. 
general, thT federal regulations ate at least, too late and 
its difficult to iraplemen^ and creates a disaster.. There is 



jtist not time. Some Information, as it pertains to (SSL is' 
not given sufficient information. Information is more suf- 
ficient on Pell and campus ba^tjVrograms. Any analysis the 
state does on these factors, is on an ad hoc basis. 

' Student f in'ancial aid is seen as a small welfare 
system. By and large wh'en the economy is down more people 
are looking for aid and going to school. The state's eco-* 
nomy is not as bad as it is in other places* 

The state's analysis of federal programs is not 
centralized. The regions^ are centralized as well as the 
university system, and there is some degree of coordination 
of thinking* By and large the state relies on state and 
regional offices. 

VIII. a. Georgia has a tuition equalization program for 
private school studtnts. The state »is currently working on 
an alternative loan progreun, which is soon to be introduced 
into the legislature. It will involve revenue bonding, . 
VIII. b. A work study program would: be good if it is campus 
work study; however, community work atudy would be too labor 
intiensive, and therefore expensive. 
VTII.c. Nb example. 
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Il.a. lajot feet .of federsl policies has been the grant 
area to ^eal with need beyottd tuition and fees. There ^as 
• been no reduction of state progra^ m. the past couple of 
years federal student aid prograns have contributed to the 
awareness and demand for student aid. 
. il.b. There, has. been no leverage. I;^. is difficult to 
. know the extent to which enroll»enr has been stimulated. 
Is not a perceptible effect. 

ll.c.: There has not been -much effect. Possibly thfe 
availability of aid has had a marginal affect, on^ Private 
tuition and fees, but in the public it has had none^ «hen 

■ federal a^g grows rapidly, the Illinois contribution has : 

■ lagged beTind.' It is a state issue more so than afederal 
effect. State has introduced a state bond program but it is 
limited in scope. Only one Institution so far has sold, 
bonds. It is primarily for large private universities. It 
has provided some funds to deal with needs. Illinois had a 
state program prior to the SSIG program. ..It Is^an over- 
matched stat'e. 

111. Respondent does not know of any general rule, or 
V.^ what. would be "just right". As it is now, federal grants 
provide the foundation and the state supplements that to 
provide freedom of choice and access. Tl>e federal efforts 
to design a perfect system become counterproductive. There 
are different results thrbughout the country. The loan 
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program is one afrea in which federal, "support makes the most 
setfse. The government should also he involved- in research 
If there is a stable federal program it would not 
be necessary /for the state to do anything but design 
programs for needs that the feds don't meet. The problem is 
that of lack of stability.. 

IV. There is no major shift in distribution perceived 
between the' public and private 'institutions. Enrollment at 
two year schools is growing; it is catering to a different 
clientele. .Pour year enrollment is stable although the 
state experienced an increase of several percentage points 
in 1980. Respondent is unable to say whether or not the 
aggregate number fof students has changed. As for , changes , 
again they are starting to see a new kind of student the. 
aduit student at the. two year schools. . 

V. Illinois' position is one of trying to, maintain the 
health of all sectors; t'here have been no actions' taken to 
reduce or capitalize upon any changes seen in the 
demographics. 

Vtla. S5IG is 'not a major force in the state, and retJuc- 
tion at the fe^detal level would probably inc^ase pressure 
to maintain at current levels. Although budget reductions . 
are occur.ing at the state level SSIG is a .small part of that 
and not a major wqrry. ("Although $4 .million isn' t small 



change*") It' is dif.f icult to know empirically what the 




affect would be of eliminating the program or of current . . 
reductions. The state has experienced no real enrollment 
decreases. .There would be some, effect if the program would 

• - •> # . 

be eliminated but its too complicated to -prgdict how. 

The efficiency or management of SSIG is not an - 
issue, "SSIG has no. affect on what we, do in Illinois". 

The state feels, it has all the discretion it needs 
%» in the use of federal ai'd funds. 

VI. b. The state has built a package on' and if the federal 
reductions occur, than that would be taken into account. 
■ Thus far the state hasn't been able to replace any reduc- 
tions. The -threats to elilminate graduated and priSfessional 
students from the GSL program and to restrict the eligibi- 
lity of upper income students results in a state bond 

program. This program is limited in scope and only one ^ 

\ ' ' . 

institution so far has sold bonds. It is primarily for 

large private universities. It has provided some funds to 

deal with the needs. 

VI. c. No examples. 

VII. . There, is no major difference in the understanding , 
of federal student .aid policies and other federal programs. 

State analysis is not cehtraliied; The legisla-r , ' 
ture, the e?cecu^ive branch, the board and the institutions 
all take a look, at the issues. "People talk to one 
another," This is a collection of serai-autonomous actors.- 
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. The only reason tixe'. state fe^ls that is had suf- 
ficient l%ad tiirfe is. because programs are forward funded. 
'Phe state has gotten by, but it has fourg^, it very 
frustrating to dp so. it is. difficult for students t^ live 
with the uncertainty. Stability is needed in order to deal / 
with decision making at the federal level. Any analysis 
done by the state on tHifs. matter is ad hoc. 

Illinois is in a deeper economic hole than the rest 
of the country. Federal student aid reductions occurr^ed 
when state funds were scarce. 

•Illinois is in bad economic straits and reductions 
In federal student aid have occurred when state funds are 
scarce^. When resources are scarce the demand is high and 
the state has had difficulty responding • to the extent of the 
demand. Illinois has provided some additional money at the 
coBimanity college level where an increase in enrollment has 
been most noticeable and volatile. -^^ 
VIII. a. None given. 
VIII. None given. 
VIII. c. None given. 
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II, a* '^ Federal policy has^ had a substantial effect: on the 
philosophy, distribution and administration of state 
programs. State programs are based on an analysis of stu- 
dent documentation. Impact has been modest at best^ Pour 
years/ ago in anticipation of cuts the . state Constrained 
stat^ appropriations. The state hais not been aggressive in 
increasing aid as federal aid declined. State programs are 
targeted in a different group.- There is no need for day-to- 
day concern. The state has appropriated an Act for the 
State Student Assistance Commission, which looks at federal 
dbllars as replacement funds. There is .no question about 
the Eact that Indiana has adopted the basic grant definl-" 
tioni and the changes since ^980-81. The state sees a need 
to bJ cbnjj/stent with the f^eral government. Is Lopking at 
the s'elf-help concept and feels that, the focal point is 
fiederal trends. (A clarification on the f ipst part Of this 
response whi<3h may iseem contradictory Respondent was saying 
that the impact has been on the philosophy of distribution, 
and administration more so than on the actual funding 
levels. ) ' 

■ - • ^ . . . . 

II. b. . Indiana terms this "replacement" rather than 
leverage. By this the Rsppndent meant that, for example of 
$2,000 of aid given to* a student he/she would see $1,500 .of 
it as being from Pell and ,then the state award would be 
$500;. that $500 'being viewed replacement. Indiana's 



■ . ■ • ' r ■ . . , . , . ■ - 

philosophy is to look it the level of the student funding . 

thalb they should have and then look at how it,.s^iould be 

accomplished. '^Indiana is not a state which teiels that SSI6 

is a leveraging program "-it's just not, an operable concept 

in that state.- As for college work study / the leverage has 

not changed in the last ten years. Information in the 

interview is insufficient as to whether a state program pre 

ceded SSIG; Indiana is an overmatched state. 

II. c. Tuition and fees are set by the trustees of insti- 
tution's and are reflective "of other realities which' are not 
tied to federal policies. The state is considering a loan 
forgiveness program. for math, science, and technical areas' 
of study. In Indiana, a student is less likely to know 

where his or her grant money has come from, i.e. , state, 

- • - ' • - - , 

federal or institutional. The Institutions have done the 

paper work. - * . ' 

III. The objectives of the state and federal are not , 
always the same, it is important for states' to' understand 
what the states want to get done. I^ federal' programs gan 
be carried out at the campus level, then so be it. But, 
there shoulltS not be a specified role. \ Thci. stajie *of fers 
reasonal3le programs. The state should undef;stah<3 that the 
government is not going to make a pitch £or a major change 
in the near future. — 

- - - -^^^^-^-^^-^^^^^^^-'--^'^-'^^^ 
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IV. Demographic variables on student attendance cannot 
be (Quantified and are not seen as being vitally Important. 
Anything viewed in this area would focus on the vocational 
sector, which now has a lot more students. 

V. None stated^j 

VI. a. The state did a budget analysis this fall assuming 
that SSIG would be zeroed out. Now that it hasa't been the 
state would go back and subtract those dollars from their 
recdmmejudation to the state in requesting funds. ^.From a 
policy perspective, the state's stance in the past several 
y^ars has been one of replacing fe<|eral dollars just as they 
assumed them on the way up. If SSIG was eliminated, the 
s.tate would probably move to replace the -funds, and the stu- 
dent would not see. any effect. 

The efficiency of the program is not a topic of 
discussion. y ' , ■ 

As for discretion, it would be wonderful if the - >r..^, ' ■ ■ ' 
program were expanded ^ as long as the discretion is not 
-overly limiting^ ' ■ '\ • 

"^I.b. As far as Pell grants, any changes or reductions 
that came at the. federal level would not likely be replaced 

.by the state. The kind of response from the state in ^ 
changes ~ in the programs has been one of lobbying. 
Contingency plahs lead to plans for a new state loan 

■-program.,- 

- -■' - — ...^i:-^..^.^-.-. 1 — L.,,.,.....,.....^....,-^^ 
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VI. c. ' None given. - , . 

VII. Federal student aid policies are better uhderstoo 
than other areas o£ federal policy because there is a lot . 
more discussion about it. Also it has^ a strong const! tuen 
group in the financial aid off icers^ Student <>aid policy ia 
as well understood as other areas of education^. 

Analysis of federal policies is centralized in part 
but overall is not centralized. The state 'student aid com- 
mission generally does any analysis that is done. They read 
materials*' and try to figure oi^t the effect. There is very^ 
little legisla^ve analysis. The State Student Aid / 
Commission serves the legislature and the executive branon. 

Indiana fi^els 'that other states are "babyish" ^out 
how the Fed screws up; they must da as they see fit. This' 
responds to the question on adequate advance warning of 
program changes. Indiana feels that the fed does not ' 
understand cycles, States have a responsibility to antici- 
pate what is going^ to happen and to <act. ' There is analysis 
done by "these chlhges by the SSA^. Sufficient information : 
is mOre of an issue than timing. In this respect the Fed is 
awful and the state has done the best it could in informing, 
the appropriate people when the feds haven't, it is. harder 



to reach students. The fed is not attentive to students 
needs. The facts change too qiiickly, / 
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Indiana's ,economic comaition is bad. 
■'Vlll.a. One example is that fnstitutionjs sometimes . 

establish. ^goals where, or example, farm families ^on't have. 

to pay until th*^amily condition improves. The state does 

not realiy enter into this, it has been mindful of the" . 

problem but hasn't spoken ta it.^lhe state has a loan 
■forgiveness program for students in technical and math and 

science ajceas. 

VIII. b. The^tate is considering its own work study 
ptogram. 

VIII. c. None given. • . 
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Ii*a. The prograuns have* been very broad ' and have ■ ' 
augmented state provisions of funding. Federal prograns" 
have reduced, the -^ressufe on the state to puinp more fund* 
into the aid and pressure fo^ rapidly irtcreasinig state plan. 
The state has been able to shift funds. The^fe'deral program 
has had a positive effect on accefl and, aid- It, has fur- 
nished resources' and programs. 

II. b. Respondent could not say that federal pr^rams ~bave 
leveraged money. SSTG has acted asf a leverage 'and^ mo^t of 
that 'goes^^to vocational st\idents. This allows other 
programs to be 100% sfc^e supported. 

II. c. The fact that the state hasn't ha<3.r,tp,.^ut a lot of ' 

< , ■ ' ~ . . .' ■ • 

money into student aid for access has allowed them to* put' 

more money into problematic areas. Tuition and fee levels 
•in. the mid-70 's to early 80 's were stable and since ha^^e had' 
a Conservative growth. (The following statement. is not to 
be identified with the State of Iowa in any final report ; 
This conservative tuition policy left the state with a 
reserve for tuition growth for the period .when the state 
would need additional money. This reserve has. been used "r - 
over the past three years and there is sbme le|t^; There f 
isn't much left and the state will now be llicreasing tuition 
at a faster rate than, growth or inflation actually may caii.! . 
for.) There is no pressure^for enrollment packs, in ,^he, 
state"?^ " • • . .-. ' 



III. Respondent said that iti.wpuld be necessary to dig 

in order to sujfface back-up information regarding 

. - A. • ■ 

apipropriate, and he indicated balance and he would try to 

send it. AIb for the role of the state; that produces a dif- 
ferent answer from different people. Campus .people should 
adminiister campus programs; state people should administer 
state programs. For example, work study should be at the 
institutional level and GSL should be statewide. As for 
Pell there is no need for involvement . by an interim ageno$^ 
between the federal goverhment and ^he institutions. 
Jnterim agencies soak^up' money. SSIG is another example of 
a program at the 'state level. 

IV. Respondent believes that there ^s some effect on' 
shifting demographic variables, but it is difficult to trace 
the cause and effect. For example, during the past six 
years in Iowa the number of high 'school graduate^, has 
declined 5^000 per year, while the number of entering fresh- 
men has increased by 5,000 per year. This, obviously is a 

^countendyclical growth. The state' has maintained, an impetus 
of growth in the public and the private sefstor. This has 
been a significant growth in.the^^two year programs. 
Overall, this growth may be linked to major federal 
.programs. Needy students have chosen local, schools.. . During 
this six year period the number' of high school- graduates 
going on to post-secondary has increased from 50% to 66%. 



/ 
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Aid at the federal level h^s levelled off, and in 



order to maintain access, states'^ pick up the sliack. For 
example, the private college tuition aid program which is 
based on need is a large program in Illinois., The Board ; * 
pushed iiard for aid to students at p5eivate schools- in the 
face of no growth of federal programs. , Withiri the period of 
strong federal support th6se schools saw a modest growth or 
at -least stable growth, but how that the federal aid is 

- tailing off the state needs to step in and pick up the 

- 'slack. . ^ 

» - 

V. Again there is an attitude that the ..stat« will need" 
to pick up somie of the slack in some of the programs that 

' may suffer from- a loss of federal funds, i.e. , the state 
college tuition aid program. / ' ' 

VI. a. The S3IG program in Iowa goes, to the vocational 
prograuns and an elimination or reduction in the program , ■ 
would reduce the vocational-technical student aid. The * 
state has authority to lessen the impact of this by perhaps 

• spreading it over other programs. Iowa is a state in which 
there would be fewer students receiving grants and, the 
dollar ambunt of the* grants would probably not change, 
SSIG is an efficiently run program. 
Additional flexibility is not needed in the program 

• * ' ' ' ' , 

^ , as long as states can spread it among their grant programs., , ' , 

■ • . ' ■ ' • ' ■ ' • . ■• ' ' " . • 

Discretion would be b.k. 



yi.b'. tHus far the state hasn't done too much in 
response. ,It has tried to put a plus program into effect . 
mo^re quickly. It hasn't been 'very active.. Eligibility 
•changes haven't had a great impact yet.- There has not been 
a problem with the GSL program. As for Pell, it's levelling 
off and this would probably put more pressure on the loan 
program but there hasn't been problems yet. 

VI. c. None given.^ 

VII. - Federal "student^rograms are better understood' thaw 
others because of the liomediate pressure put on students and 
parents «^ 'Also there Is a fast turn around on the part* of 
the officials in getting information out.^ ^ 

Analysis of federal programs is centralized. There 
is no formal executive and legislative coordination. 

, "Absolutely not"-^in response to whether or not 
there is enough lead time^ Analysis done of this is oa a 
sustained basis. As for sufficient .information it all 
depends on the timing of the decision. 

The state* s economic conditioh has been in good 
shape, during the period covered. Sta\:e support for educa- ' 
t ion grew in the 70 *s although the rate has slowed in the 
past two years. Federal policies are countercyclical. 
State efforts are consistent althaugh next year tuition aid 
, fot private students will be countercyclical. (The private 
college ttiition aid program is one which gives -aid to'stu- . 
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dents at private schCK5ls_and one In^wy^h^fehfi-JState-will^tryi— 
to. pick.4ip the" islack in the loss of federal funds). 






Villi a, The state xhas a private collecfe tuition aid program • 






which is. based on heed. The state. is with this program 


• 


- 


trying, to pick up 'the- slack of fall off of federal funds. 






VIII. b. . None mentioned. 






VIII. c. None mentioned. 

/t - 
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" KANSAS _ . 

i 

II. a. The impact has been nodest. The state* s scho-? 
larship an<L tuition grant program . (for private colleges) was 
merged under a single administrative agency in 1974, As a 
result the state adopted MDE for determittirig need. However, 
a common needs test already exis'ted between the two, so that 
MOE was not really an impact of the federal policy. " Other . 
than that no impact is seen. Identifying changes which 
occurred is. more difficult. The state. has tried to keep 
federal, state and campus policy as closely aligned as it 
could, so that separate regulations would not exist for 
eachi To- that ex6*nt the State has tried to follow federal 
policy. . • 

II. 'b. Thete has been virtually no leveraging. The 
State's tuition grant program Corivate college program) was 
established prior to SSIG; Kansas is an overmatching state. 
SSIG may have had a limited affect in distribution. Pell 
had no real affect. Kansas does not use Pell" as in other 
states-. ■ , • ■ ' ::' 

II. c. .The Regents instituted a tuition increase of 20% in 
1983-84 in the' face of cUt-backs. The state has no 
enrollment caps; it is state law to . admit graduates of 
accredited high schools into state universities. There has 
been a modest reduction in .programs. 

The kanpas economy which turned soCir this year has 
lead to modest reductions in state funding and" lower funding 
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■requests. It has inspired increased spending^'in college ' 
wqrk 'Study. 

Other kinds o£ existing support programis would be 
credit\hour programs for conununity colleges. There are 
" other isolated programs, for example, there is a reciprocal 
program for students in osteopathic and dental schooling. 
That's a reciprcTcal state program because Kansas doesn't 
have such programs in the^state. ■ " 

III. The federal and the state role is mutually Ipenefi- 
cial. The state can't and shouldn't be responsible for the 
role of federal homestead ing. It is necessary that the 
federaT'^i^ernment recommit as to which programs \will be 
ongoing. One should not be it the expense of another. The 
state should not funnel nwney to institutions. And, it. is 
acceptable for the government to pressure states into 
matching fund programs. The response regarding the question 
on suggested revisions of the federal state relatronship was , 
to "revive** not "revise". 

IV. . There is no relat,ionship s^een 'between demographic ' 

. variables and federa^l policies, tt is difficult to say that , 
• • there is direct effect of federal policies on^^the aggreglite • 
number of students. There sa an indirect effect but more 
often than not it^s a result of other factors. .Tunibr 
college enrollment is up, private enrollment is dpwn, and . . 

the four year schools ate down just a little bit;.. This is 

■ ■ ■ , < 
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seen more as an affect of the state's economy and perhaps in 
part as a result of the indecision on the part of the feds 
on aid prograuns. This produces uncertainty. 

V. None. / . 

VI. a. ' There would be a direct impact if the program .were 
eliminated or reduced. SSIG funds co-mingle with state 
funds to aid 2200 students. The state probably, would not . 
replace the funds. 800 students will be af fectejiLby^ this 
year's cuts. Students are seen as being on a continum, 
there is a point at which some will not attend <ds a result. . 
of the cut backs but it is unknown how many that would be. 

SSIG is an efficient program as it is. now. - 
Theire may be a need for incentive for college work 
study, it may be beneficial to have such discretion. 
However , it ^cbuld also result in a number of states losing 
money and Kansas could be one of those. Its a matter for 
•serious consideration. There are some merits to having 
money for states to establish work study;'^that would be seed 
money. If states would overmatch it would generate state 
dollars more quickly. V , 

VI. b. There has been no real state response. A jprivate • 
foundation,* the Dick Hawks Group, sells bonds. There is no 
central authority. A students last resort would be to go to 
a private source. . . . » ■ 
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VI. c. None 

VII; Federal student -aid policies are not understood by 
anyone except financial aidT people. Students don't 
understand J' them, parents don't, guidance counselors don't 
and institutions other, than aid pieople don't. It is too 
complex for people to be well informed as 'terrible as that 
is. 

The state's analysis of issues is decentralized. • 
The private college association does some analysis. 
Everybody to some extent does their own thing and then com- 
municates with each other. 

There is not enough lead time to enable states to 

respond. Congress ignored the need for advanced planning. 

Analysis of these. 'issues is done ad hoc . The feds do not 

provide sufficient information. NASFA does. Kansas relies 

heavily on NASFA. It is the opinion of the respondent that 

the feds also rely heavily on NASFA. 

Kansas has just this year begun to feel the pinch 
, ... • '. 

of the bad economy.. . 

VIII. a. None. , . ' 

VIII. b. None., 

yill.c. None. 
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KENTUCKY ■ f 

Note;: ' The Council on ^gher Education is not a governing 
board. The Council ^does not have responsibility for state 
programs on financial aid. It is a coordiriiating agency, 
which deals with the institutions, . condudts reviews, and; 
makes recommendations. That is' the perspe^'tive of the 
interview. «. ' ' • . 

li.a. Federal programs have not had that much of an 
impact. The laiggest . one woulfc^ be GSL, which has grown over 
the past three years. This is tied to the guarantee portion 
of federal policy. The bariks irt' Kentucky do^not want t^ 
hold the paper. The result is that the \tate has been . able 
to- provide a larger number of loans. <: 
II. b. Federal aid policies and programs have not given 
leverage for additional appropriation. The state^has" a^ 
small SSI6 program whidh-JLs overmatched. The state is 
moving towards self-sufficiency. 

II. c. , There is not a great deal of impact. Kentucky 

deals with tuition and fees as a function of cost. In-state 

students are "subsidized*. There are no enrollment^ caps 

iexcept in certain programs (e.g., law^, medicine, dentistry) 

and no aid to independent institutions except for the 

* * - , 

-Kentucky tuition grant program. , . . 

III. , Respondent '^ound ^the question difficult to answer. 
The block grant concept is more acceptable to states as long 

;• . ' ■ ■ 77 ;• 
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. as there is accountability.. The feds shouldn't he involved 
in distribution to institutions; they should set guidelines 
and let states implement their own programs. The state ■ 

shouldn't have the right to "yea or. nay" distribution to the 

..-flp— ' 
instf^jjbipn. The feds' role as guarantor for loans is a 

very important one and one on -which the state relies. 

17. The state hasn't done much in the way of studies on - 

demographic variables and it does not track distribution. A. 

larger percent of students attend public institutions. This >'' 

■ . • . ■ • " ^1 ■ V ■ ■• , ^ ■ 

doesn't seem to make a difference, Kentucky has a state 1^ 
gr^53^nt program specifically for private Institution attendees 
which Is not a part of the federal package. ;These^ variables 
are seen as being tied more to economics than to student 
aid. They are not l^led to federal policies. A state keeps 
'tuition low at community colleges without- regard to federal 
policies. 
\ V. None given. 

Vl.a. If the program were eliminated it would be at a 
J' cQst of 3600 individual grants (1800 individuals}. Most of 
these. 18O0 . students wiDUld probably qualify for other finanr 
cial aid packages through the institutions. . 

The program should not be converted into another 
kind of program; it is most, helpful in grant form. I 
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VI.^. Kentucky's only response to the changes was to - 

change the. appropriate limitations and questions on the 

forms to reflect the changes" in« this feds forms > e.gl', tiruth 

.in l«n<iing change. \ ^ 

VI. c. None discussed. j 

VII. Federal student. financial aid policy is riot 
understood any better or wolse than other federal programs. 

Kentucky does n<>t ^ave a centralized analysis for 
the review of federal program impact. The counsel collects 
the data^ which is jequested by the state's office of manage- 
ment policy, which i s%he govcJrnor's analysis staff • ^ 
Executive ihd legislative anailysis is not well coordinated. 

' Prom the perspective of the counsel, there is 
enough. lead time given oa federal programs. However, the 
Kentucky Higher Education Assistance Authority woul4 pro- 
bably say that there ^is not enough time given. Analysis is 
ad hoc. Information is sufficient again from the perspec- 
tive of the counsel while the KHEAA would probably disagree. 
The ability to obtain good information is a function of how 
active Congress is on these matters, and Kentucky has two 
fairXy active people, Perkins and Natcher. 

Kentucky's economy has declined over the last .three 
years. All areas of higher ed. have' withstood budget cuts 
to some degree. It is unclear what kind of tie that is to 
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federal -policy. Federal policies ^re countercyclical and 
state efforts are consistent. ' •» 
Vill.a. None given. 
VIII. b. None given. . 
yill.Ce None given. 
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4 . - LOUISIANA . 

II. a. Louisiana is -a low tuition state and the federal 
programs have helped support^ that. Ti^ere are few state 
assistance programs. The private* sector, which is 15% of 
enrollment, has been greatly aided by Pell and SSI6. 
Louisiana would hot have had the SSIG program without the . 
federal Incentivee 

IZ.b. Federal progr^s have helped^ to* leverage state 
funds especially In thf case of SSIG and 6SL. More lmpor«* 
tantly, the programs have provided access tp-^more students, 
and Increases in enrollment— which •is still growing; respon- 
dent attributes this to federal pollcie^s. 

II. c. Louisiana is a low tuition state and has been able 
to keep tuitions low because of federal programs. There has 
not been a percipitous rise in tuitioh. There are no 
enrollment caps. Programmatic decisions are controlled by 
the Board of Regents and cannot be attributed to federal 
policies. * ' 

III. The federal gove^^^ent•s role is dual in that it " 
should- provide students financial assistance programs and 
funds for basic research. The federal government should 
focus on non-give jaway allowances for the poor. The bulk of 
balance is for the state to take over; the infra structure 
for higher education. The state should have knowledge of 
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what Is taking place and should help when It can but if not 
necessary, should allow the institutions to deal directly 
with the feds. / 

IV. The federal policies have enabled the private sec- 
tor to maintain enrollment percentages. There are no major 
shifts in distribution seen/ although the' aggregate number 
of students intending post-secondary schools has increased, 
iiower income students have benefited the most. 

V. ^ None given. - 

VI. a. The speculative answer is that Louisiana would con- 
tinue to opir'ate the'st'ate's share on a similar basis. .It 
is conceivable that the program would turn Into financial 
assistance to^he private sector only. 

The program is efficient. The intent . of. the - . 
prograun is good and no changes should be made* ' 
. Work study is adequate as it -is now;;; 
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VI . b. Louisiana i§ in a^ireemient with changes in eligibility 
and feels that the only response necessary is to comply with 
the changes, ^ ' 
VI«c.« Louisiana's attitude "is th^t all federal . programs 
should be aboli^shed save<two; GSL and SSIG. The State has . 
iittle use for 'give-away prctgrams. Obviously, they woul^ 
need to liberalize their standards somewhat for the poor. 

VII. ' ?^deral student aid po^icies^are better understood 
than others. The goals are well accepted by society and/ . 



/although the general public doesn^ understand the fitier 
points, it,is 4ware of the program^./ ^ ^ 

Analysis of federal programs is not gentralized in the 
State. The G<Jvernbr's Commission of Services to Education 
is the agency which handles GSL and SSI6. It is administra- 
tive 'only. It is a composite- group of other boards. Non- 
campus aid programs are housed %n that agency « The Board of 
Regents does* some ^analysis and reports to the State legisla** 
ture and Governor. / ' , / 



The. state feels t;hat there" is enough ij^ad .time in 
which to respond to changies. Analjywi is done on an ad hoc 
basis. A master plan is done every years. Sufficient 

' • - i • 

lead . tine Is^given.. . 

Up until 1982, the State's economy was in goodcoh- 
dition and was able to support increases in postsecondary 
education. The economy is bad this year «ind ther6 have been 
very few state- aid programs. Most are cooper^itive with the 
federal programs. 

V'lII.a. None given. - — — 

VIII. b. None givehi 
VIII. c. None given.. 



Maine 

- ■ ^» '■ 

IIA— None given. • * ' 

IIB 

The leveraging concept is not appropriate in this. State, 
aine does not use State money so* much as matching funds. 

lie - • w • ' 

Federal aid has enabled students to meet the State's • 
increasing costs. 

III— Not given. 

Demographic variables are having some e££ect bat there 
i? no quantitative data. Student aid increases the number 
o£ students who would otherwise attend i There. is a slight 
shift to public schools frpn^ private. Certain marginal stu-* 
dents would possibly h^ve to drop out. The aggregate number 
o£ Students would probably drop in the face of large budget 
cuts; e.g'.it a 20% drop in aid would probably leaTd to a * 
•decrease of 3-4% students* 

V — None given. ^ . 
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• VIA ... 

. If SSl6jfA£e eliminated the effect on the State would be 
minidTal. Maine feels that it gets the "short end°of the 

♦ . • ' 

stick anyway." Mbney is allocated to the institutions. The 
effect 'on access, if the program were to be eliminated; . is 
not measurable. . The only changes the State would suggest in 
the prog^^a^ would be to. make it a richer prograin. < 

VIB — Not given. * • ■• 

lie— Not give^. 

/ . ' 

VII— N^ given. " ^ . . 

VIIIA — Not aiven. . . ' 

( ■ 

1- * " - 

VfllB— Not given. v ^ 

Vine— Not given. 



■ -v ■ • • • ^ 



HARYIAHD >,.• • , 

iiA ■ ' • ■ 

The federal government provides the primary source (75 
to 80%) of Maryland's Students Assistance Funds (10% state, 
10% institutional resources) . A main concern/impact is that 
students would become more indebted with. Federal cutbacks. 

IIB ^ ' 

Maryland is reliant on Federal aid; ^d somewhat compla*' 
cent* The Federal programs were good, land State programs 
have been built upon those* State proc|rams are constructed 
to take adA^antage of Federal money first; the need for State 
money. was not stressed. The State will now need to asspme 
responsibility for continuing a high level of access. ' 

lie • 

There has not been a tremendous impact* Primary policy 
decisions have been to encourage diversity. in both private 
and independent sectors, and to try to keep ^the indepejtident 
sector strong, 'k major impact of feeder al programs was a 
higher quality of ■ operation overall ^ec^use tuition was ^ept 
at a reasonable level relative to cost. Tuitions have 
increased, permitting a continued higher quality of opera- 
tion and to bring revenues up. ♦ 
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The federal government is the primary provider. "T^he 
st^te role is probably good as. it has existed. Miaryland 
. wbuld like %p see more input at the S.tate level and feels 
that a lot of things are dropped upon them. A better system 
would be to involve State before policy is made. 

IV • " ^ 

The effect of Federal policies on a demographic 
variables has been at,, a lainimum. What isfojtbeing ^proposed now 
by the Administration may change- this in that it would 
encourage students to select a lower priced education. So 
far, a high degree of choice has beert'^^vailable. . ^ 

V — None giveiC 

VIA , 

« , 

The impact of eJJLminating or reducing the SSIG pro'^rara - 
would be. much less "money in the State scholarship program.^ 
This would tend to reduce the amount 6£ money' that would go^ 
to^the upper income port ibn of. the needy. The State would 
need to. be more selective in channeling the money to the 
neediest students first. ^ 

• • ' ' ' * ' ' ■ - ' ' ': ' ■ 

. The program is opierating well . and changes-should not be 

made. . ' . ' . • 
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No expansion should be made in the program; the problem 
is a. shortage of grant money. The State is not opposed to , . 
an expansion of college, work-study, but it should not be at 
the expense of SSIG. ' 

♦ ' 

VIB ' ^ ^ ' 

Pell has. been the cornerstone o^ financial support. The 
Pell reduction resulted in less grant £unds for needy stu* 
dents and has boosted conununlty college enrollment and hurt 
the independent colleges ^ome. This has not been 
experienced ^o any grleat extent*. On GSIr, analysis at this 
p©int indicates that changes have not been major yet • For 
example # fewer people may have applied for GSL vihen the 
income limit went to $30,000, but the State, hasn't seen a 
difference in those students above $30,Q00 who have applied 
and been able to show some need. It has been mor^ incon- ; . 

venienced, but thece has not been a major impact. 

✓ ' * ' 

C— None given. ' . . ' 

VII . ■ - ' ' . 

Federal Student aid programs are well- understood. 

The State Vs analysis of federal pblicies is centralized 
in the State Boajrd for-^ Higher Education. The Board does 
initial analysis aijd- reports to the Governor -and the 
legislature' oh impact. * ; 

•.■n« ri.....'( ...i.imnin.i.ii.iiitiMirii.Triii ■Mil iilif [ii'[rii-^ iffiwtf II I t- III! f ^^^tjmm^^^^^^^M^^m^^mmtmtm^mmmm^miimtMmmm 



The State feels that it is not given enough time to • 
respond to changes in programs, "information provided by the 
Peds i3 not sufficient, and there is clearly a lack of ana- 
lysis on their part. 

* * ' 

VIIIA — None given, 
VI I IB— None given.' 
Vine — None given. 
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' • MASSACHUSETTS 

IIA ' ■' . 

The State 'at this time is trying to expand its role iln 
face of federal cutbacks, . 

Federal policy has served as a leverage for the coff- 

■ f * . 

tinued funding of the Statg/s scholarship, program. 
Massachusetts is an over-matched state. The proposed 
federal ifeutbacks h*ave ,in essence almost .forced the State to 
deal with the package of student aid. Several pieces of 
legislation are pending, including a bond program for loans, 
college work-study, and graduate program support. When 
Federal cutbacks came, the State did "a report for al^. sec- 
tors. They looked at every Federal program coming into ttffe 
State and developed a budget looking at all possible resour- 
ces* One of these was "corporate support/ 



lie , . » ■ 

Massachusetts has a tuition waiver program. There is 
also a cooperative program between public and private 
•schools; for example, there i§ a proposal where engineering 
students at U Mass and BU can transfer to local private 
engineering programs with the" State making up the difference 
in- tuition. Although this may hot- be' directly tied td 
Federal policies, these federal policies, kept the money, 
tied up, encouraged t'hjls kind of development. There is 
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tuition waiver progtam for unemployed people who need- 
training. This occurs at community colleges where approxi- 
taately 120 people who are uni^mployed are exempt from paying 
tuition. • . 

The State's analysis indicates that financial aid and 

pdrental contributions play the dominant role in the cost of 

education, not the federal government. This partnership of 

parent and federal shoCild continue, the State ddesn't 

believe in free rides. Loans and work-study were also major 

parts. Students are also carrying a major role. The major 

contribution of this SJtate is in the public, sector where ^. 

award levels are adjusted for independent schools. The 

♦ 

State is looking for - the Federal government to enhance 
access for students as w^ll as choice. The respondent's 
comments on the State'^ role are not to ^be . identified speci- - 

""""^ . . ~" T"^-^ — ^ — — ■ 

fically with Massachsuetts if- used in a final report : The 
State's role should be one of coordin|Ltion and' information 
gathering. It should also be one of monitoring. Across th^ 
system, the State should be in a position to assess the 

resources coming into the public •s.ystem in order to be able 

' ' .> 

to plan and make policy 



; Any revision in^ the Federal-State relationship- might fee 
a move toward increasing matching dollars for prbgreuunatfic 
initiative; for example work pl^grams, ^ 

Massachusetts has experienced a 3% shift from indepen-.< 
dent to public institutions this past year; this is directly 
related to the cost of attendance. (Public and private 
Enrollment in Massachusetts is fairly evenly balanced 
overall.) The StatW hasn't seen a shift of students from 
four-year to two-year schools, r Thtare is an open admissions 
policy at the, community college system. As for the aggregte 
number of students, the pronrfctions are that there will be 
some decreases in student attendance* This has not been 
experienced yet. The State\iraports a lot of * st-udents. So 
far, the number of students attending is holding steady. 



The State provides j^ropo^als ' aimed at assistance to 
independent students in. oird.er to enable .them tp tetain 



access.. 




vrA> 

, it the program were to be eli'htinated, 4,50,0. students 
wQul'd be eliminated. The State might not replace that 
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, money r and more so it wouldn't giw any kind of leverage. 
It is probably the marginal students who would lose out on 
this^^ the students with the most need would probibly still 
receive aid. ^ These marginal students may have to drop out 
of school. 

The State fe^ls that the establishment of direct grants 
IS a matter of priority; CWS is a great program but it • 
. should not be expanded at the expense of the grant progrcun. 
There is no problem with discretion as Idng as it is not 
mandated. 

VIB ' , ' 

The State has established a loan authority during the 
past' year. It has insitqted a lot of other, proposals or 
programs in order to have the State pick up a lot of the 
.Student aid paci^age. 

lie— Not given. • , 

^ • * .J 

Vtl ^ • ■ ' * . ' 

Federal student aid policy is better understob>d than 
other programs. - • . ' '\ 

All\£ederal programs are centralized in the State -of . 
M^ssachusett^^ The Board of Regents is the agency wti^ch 
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arj^ounces .the Federal financial policy. The legislature has 
taken a leadership role in dealing with these analyses^ of 
student programs and possible cuts. The Governor's office 
plays a role in the analysis and has a special unit, on edu> 
cational affairs which, is a new office. The. Board of 
Education plays a role also. 

At a time when State unemployment was low. State funding 
was increasing. At a 'time wh^n the State wanted to grow, 
the, federal support was not there. Federal policies are ; 
countercyclical and State efforts are consistent. 

There has not been sufficient lea(d time in the announ- 
cement of federal programs. The Staters analysis is 
, ongoing* There is not sufficient information given; this is 
also a time proble;m and a source of some frustration. 

VIIIA 

Massachusetts has a tuition waiver program for ^ * 

unemployed people who need training. This takes place at > 

the community college level where approximately 120 

unemployed people were exempt from paying tuition. ' This is 

» * - * * 

based on a model and extended to all public schools V 

^ VIIIB . 

Tjjie State is developing its own college work-study 
* program. ^ _ 
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-> Vine 

. . -r • • • 

The State has initiated a program where private industry 
.helps to support technical training. . This "is in. effect 
tuition waiver program aiid a cooperative 'program between ' 
public ,and private institutions. ,For example, students 
. interested in engineering may begin their trainihg at 0 Mass 

oi^BD and then. transfer to local private school engineering 
programs with the State making up the difference in tuition. 
'Industry would help.to -update this program. This is has 
forced? a closer cooperation between all involved. . *^ 

Also, the state is exploring the concept of corporate, 
suppprt as a budget resource. 



9Q 



liUlillMiliMiiik 



MINNESOTA • * . 

In Minnesota,^ Federal programs 4re tke core around which 
State programs have developed. iCt the same tiij^e, ;the r 
State's intention is to tak^ 'advantage of the^iederati^oney 
without allowing 'it to drive 'the State program, ^; ' 

IIB 

Mii>neso&' is an -pver -matches State. 



There has been no leveraging ilopacti ^The State is 
generally aheM^of what the Federal government is doing. 



/ 



• lie , » . • 

.a . . - 

To a very liitfited extent, th^ State has recognized that 
with assistance available, it can allow tuition to go up a ' 
small amount for those who can afford to pay. This is not 
ne*cessari|y tied to Federal policy. • 

• * • . 

'.The StatQ''s philosophy is that it should tty, if not too 

offset Federal reductions, to move for a change in S'tate 

programs by establishing the princ-iple around . which the size 

of a State grant is determined independent of how the grant ^ 

is' determined. The State would , take advantage of ^ Federal / 

(dHoney^ but not foll^ along behind it or resp^d dir'ectly to 

• 'III . ' , . ■> 

\ The most appropriate ^role forL.the Fed is 'basic support v., , ; 

of individual students through grants and loans, and sup-. .\ 



ports for applied and the. basic research. The -5^-t.ate has to 
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be a central force if substantial money is involved or it'? 
would undermine thelifcate's' goals for higher 6ducatiGn. .The 

"S^te is opposed to -Federal initiatives which seek to chahge 

■ ^ ' ' ' • . " 

Sta-te policy; e.g.t SSIG. • » ^ . / 

The respondent sees nb effect- between Federal- policies 
and d^ographic variables. Does pot see a change in' 
demographic variables, » 

V— None. • ^ ' I 

VIA'' ' . . / . ' '• " . _ 

Minnesota is an over-matqhed state. Elimination of th'e 

■ • ■ ■ 1 ' ' 

program would mean a reduction of 5% "of present- grant 

authority, it is debatable as to- whether or not the State ' 

■ 

would »pick that up. • 

The State would recbramend no changes in the SSIG < 
program. . * . . 



The State would favor more discretion in^ the use of 

r 

demands: 



funds; the State should* not be tied to Federal 
"Don't make the tail wag the' dog. * 




VIB -s ^ w 

Minnesota would try to, if not offset federal reduc- 
tions, move to change State programs by establishing a prin-' 
9^-* cipl'e around which the size of a abate grant is de-tdrminedT^ 



98 . 



iftaependent 



of ,how the grant is ,deteria;Lned. ' Minnesota would 
take advantage of Pedetal money, but jipt follow along behind 
the government or respond" directly to j.t. The State is don- 
^sidering a supplemeiCtal loan program in part as .a response 
to Federal policies. * . * 

VIC— None. i. ' . ' • " ■ 



VII - . ■ / . - , . 

"^People are probably as confused by Federal, pdlicy on 
student' aid. as they are on other Federal issues* 

" ■ ■ , * ■ . '■ 

. Analysis of Federal policy is centralized,,in the State. 
The responsibility lies with, the*' Coordinating Board. The- 
Board reports to^6th the leglLslature and the Executive 



Branch* ' * ^ 



The State does, not ieel that enough lead time is given 

•/^ • ' » ' ' ' ' * ' 
to respond to Federal polity bhariges. 'iThe analyses done_ by 

the State is ongoing* iThe S-tate does not feel it is given 

sufficient le.ad time* - • . • 

Feder'al financial ^support jia^^allen off along with the 
State's economic condit^dh* » State support has held firm; 

although there have .be^ reductions, the support has been 

' ^ ' ' ''^'^ " . - • 

•reasonably cohstantrV i{' ^. ' ' 
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The Federal government has inspired programs and the ' 
^t^te of Missouri has reacted. Changes were made ^ the 

SSIG program to include nonprofit technical schools; this * 

■ * { ■ • ^- ) J ■ 0 '• * . 

.. .> was^rectly related to "the Middle Income Assistance Act of " - ' 

ia:W... Missouri disd not have a student loan program untfl * .* 

' ' 1975; it was established to receive infcer-governmentai . ' • x 

funds. -The State would r»3t have a PLUS -program without the 

Federal incent^ive. '. \ l, 

• IIB . ' • • . ' ' ' . 

-Missouri is ^n Qve'r-maytched^stat-e"which did not have a * ' -V 

• • ' » ' / ' ■ ' 

program prior to ^he Federal ohe. To some extent there has 

: . ^ ■ ■ ' . 'V. ■ , 

been a leveraging impact. -With- the. Missouri Student Grant 

Program, the Statue must come up with a certain ^orllar'^ ' 

^ • • * *■ : ; . , 

figure,, that is/ it ijs not a dollar-to-dbllar match * • /. 

situation, "it is a polit^ical, qreature in that* the program- 
provides choice fbr students wishing to attend private 
schools; 85^ of the student grant ^fl^nds go to Svtudents 
^ attending private schools. 

"lie 

Respondent is, unable to say whether or no.t there has 
been a siibstitutioo impact in general. This would occur 
moxe at the Insti-tutiohal level. Some universities are mdre 
willing to increase^ees^^T^uitibns) in Missouri because of 
T:rnn^ the aviailability of .aid. There have been some policy : 
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shifts, but 'they have not come from the Department of Higher 



Education. 



III • * i 

The Department, has no. position on this; however, respon-. 
deht indicated! that Federal involyem^t is essential in 
financial aid, that there is a need for both Federal and 
*" State involvement. The- State's role is one of guaranteeing 
the PLUS program and administering student .loans and distri- 
.but ion of student grant programs. Most of the funding 
dollars go to the institution, however. The State could 
- • play more of a rol,e. As for revision of the relationship, 

' one concern is that although the Feds have a formula to 
determine need, financial, aid officefsTin the'.State know 
better. A more direct involvement 'of the states would* make \ 
sense because the states are closer to the^ problem and liave 
^ a bettt^r idea of needs as wel^l as a better understanding of 
' the/ issues. > ' , 

It is difficult to give a sound answer as to the rela«* 
-> tionship between demographic variables and Federal policies, 
• Enrollment has not decreased overalls There is a small 
decrease in the private sector, which may be tied to level 
fu^i^ing., It is more so related to the economy. The 
'•• enrollment at community colleges is up while four-year 



O *' school enrollment, remain constant. There is a shift seen 



•in the number of "traditional" students. There is some 

^hi£t of private students to public schools, and some shift 

J; ■ ' ■ • ^* ^ ' '-■ . 

of p'ublic^ four-year students to'twc-year schools, and some 

adults 'attending twd'-year schools which were not atten<p'ing 

at ali before* O.verallr there is no draiaatic change in the 

aggregate number of students. The State's projection is 

that 'there will ^be changes in the next few years^ because X^V 

the economy. ' r ^ 

The State really hasn't responded, They have, however, 
"Instituted, the PLUS program for, independent * students and 
parents. There are fewer than 100 PLUS lenders, 

VIA ' ' . ' - •.''*■■'"..■."■. 

' -.' if the SSIG program were eliminated, the State cduid 
..terminate support. The primary impact would be. on private . 
school students, The purpose of tihe SSIG program in 
Missouri is to provide choice^^ Although the cost of public 
schools is increasing, the major effect would still be seen 
at the private lever. 

The rSSlG prog cam is a good program. 

"Discretion for use of 'funds would be acceptable, 
depending on^what happens- in reajithorization. An economic 
impact analysis would be needed. 



it) a 
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VIB 



The State hasn't or wouldn't respond .to changes ia Pejl 
because it is a Federal, program and the dollars go fco the 
institutions directly. The State has changed GSL elig'ibi- ' 
lity to keep it consistent with the Federal program; 
' obviously . the^ hav« no choice in administering the program, 

VIC — None other given. ^ ' » 



•f 

VII 



Federal student aid policy is less understood by sta'te 
"ageficies and institutions. • Thds Is duetto the nature of - 

« 

financial aid and the fact that it -changes' from year to , . 

year. There is no national policy, and therefore less 
possibility of future analysis because trends cannot be 
figured. ' . * ' 

The universities are fesponsibile for analysis of • . 
Federal policies. ~ The Departme^€ olTMtftif^lEld^^^ 
master plan. It is beginning to take more. 6f a leadership^- 
role and centralization- is there. Legislative "Cnd executive 
analysis is nOt coordinated. 

Insufficient lead time is given. For example,, changes . " 
in t.he loan prpgram were immediate, and that caused havoc. 

# * ' ' 

It has driven up the cost of administering "the program. 
Analysis of these programs is carried out. Information is- 
insuff ibient, • ^ ' 
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The State's economy is poor. Revenues have not been 
sufficient to cover expenditures for the past two fis6al 

years. Leveral funding from the governinent caused ^ *t ': .-'^^^^^^ 

" • . ■ • ■■ - * ' 

decrease in the effect of the programs. Federal policies 

are countercyclical. S^tate efforts are consistent. 



VI I lA— None given. ' 

/ 

VI I IB— None given. 



Vine— None given. 



-ERIC 



104 



MOOTANA 

« - • 

.. iiA . ^ ■ ' 

^ The only State program In Montana^ Is the SSIG program 
which would not^xist without the Federal incentive, . 



I IB 



MontaA^ is an evenly matphed state which would not have 
a program without the Federal incentive. The S3IG ptogram 

is the only example of a program which, leverages state ^ 

i " - - 

appropriations. There is a fee waiver program in the 

State's schools, however the State doesn' t^replace the 

dollars, rather the cost is imputed. 

' " ■ \ 

itC . ^ 

There is really no effect, according to' the respondent. 

The State has raisedl^fees but has not, accelerated those 

increases. The fees are average for public and private 

' ' " ■ ■ \ - 

institutions within the region^ 

III 

Respondent indicated that to some extent, it is felt .; 
that the; Feds should maintain the "partnership" philosophy 
that was establ^ished in tlie Sixties. Othex than that, . 
respondent has no thoughts on balance. The Feds should 
decentralize tcx the state^ not to the institutions. The 
State then would develop, a ^Jhilosophy. 
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Ill 

4 . . y 

Revisions of th'e relationship between Federal and State 
would ^Include returning tb a block ^rant concept. " In this 
approach, a ^ate would have the proportions it wanted to 
use. ' . . 

.IV • • • , 

The State only has four private colleges, one of which 
_^is very .small. Montana is a public education-oriented 

state. Enrollment has rema'^ined constant. There has been no 

change in the aggregate number of students. 

V — None. 
VIA 

If the Federal SSIG program were eliminated ^^tate fuqds 
would pease. ' * . 

The SSIG prggram is fairly efficient now as administered, 

^ ■. - ■ 

by the institutions. , ' ' ' 

Montana ^iieves that Pell and SSIG should be -combined . 
as block grants to states. T*fese block grants *would for 
studfent assistance and would include college. work-study. 
States would then use money in a manner congruous to State 
philosophy. Montana is a work-rethic state which would 
strike a different balance if given the discretion.' 



The State w.ould maintain GSL as it is. MontAa believes 
that PeJ.1 and SSIG should be combined ast block grants to 
states. These block 'grants would be for* student assistance 
and would include college work-study. States would- then use 
money in manne/'congruous to stafte philsophy. Montana is , 
a. work-ethic state which would strike a .different balance . 
if given the discretion. 

' ' ^^^" ^^ ^^ ^^^ ' 

• VIC — None given. ^ . , * * 

/ - ' . ■ ■* ■ * . - • • . 

V'll .'• 

* > 

The general public does not really understand Federal 
student aid' policies ^ ^nd neither .does the legislature. ' 

Analysis is not centralized* The office p'f the , W 
Commissioner of Higher E<iucatioii does some codrdih^tion. 
The Montana Association of -Financial Aid Officers provides 
some feedback. And- the OCHE communicates with -the 
Department of Educatidn aiv3 Congress-^- 

Lead time has not been sufficient and this has caused, 
real prpblems with! studiants knowing what will be available. 
Analysis is ad hoc. . Information is sufficient. 

♦ 

The State's economy slump has increased 'the student \ 
population. Federal policies are countercyclical and state" 
efforts are consistent.' . ' / 



VI I lA— None; 
VI I IB— None. 
Vine— None. 
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NEW HAMPSHIRE 

IIA— •None given. ' * . ^ 

IIH ■ . \ 

The SSBG^program has leveraged some support. The State 
program was developed subsequent,^JoAhe Pedel^al one. The 
State is slightly over-matched, very close to evenly 



matched, 
lie 



r 



The State "has enrollment caps, but the university system 

had established those prior to cuts in Federal. aid. Tuition 

* - ~ . . 

levels are going up; this is due to a lack of money from the 

State. legislature rather than as a result o£ .Federal poli^ 

cies. Institutional expansion is not great, but that is not 

tied to Federal cuts. New Hampshire already has one of the 

highest state public tuitions. By statute/ the full cost of 

instruction must be borne by out-af-state students , and by 

law the State may admit 25% out of state enrollees. 



Ill , ^ . N . , 

There should be more Federal and State support.' No 
detailed information is available on balance. SSIG ^ould 
be. administered by the iosti^tutibns, as it is now. *In \ 
revising the State-Federal relationship, New Hampshire would 
recommend cutting back on the validatioh o£ Pell/j^pmewhat. 
This might involve returning to separate applications. 
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IV . -. * 

There arie no f igures^ to bear out' any trends of 
demographic variables as related to State decisions or 
Federal .policies. There has not, yet bieen a "shift. The 
State does notice some falling off pf applications at pri" - 
vate schools. (50% of , the State's students are in private ' 

institutions.) The aggregate number of students has held 

• ' .1 • 

steady. « 

V— -None given. * ^ . • 

VIA • ' . - 

' * If the Federal SSIG portipn were eliminated r there is a 

chance that the State would lose its prograiq. There is also 

/ 

V 

a ^possibility that it wouldn't due to a reciprocity system 
with -surrounding states. The program has helped students 
^ave access to postsecondary .education; this could be 
restricted without a program. . " . 

SSIG is one pf the best Federal programs. ' '~ 



^ The State is opposed. to discretionary use of the funds. 
Th& amount of mqney in New Hampshire now is so small it 
would, dilute t;he impact if the funds were to he Used for 
anything else. ' * 
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VIB . • . 

^ * ^ • . • — 

In the 1981 leglslat;.ive session, the State passed a loan 
Corporation bill which enables colleges- that can ha.ve an "A" 
rating on bonds to float, bond issues. There is a consortium 
of four-year colleg^. in the State; and there will be' a 
,iiiajor effort to. expand this program in the face of the fall, 
off of the GSL program. As for Pell/^ the State hasn't • 
responded. The State would be lucky if it, could ^et money 
to respond/ it notes. 

IIC~None given. ' ' - 

VII ' 

' ^ ■ . . • 

Student financial aid is better understood because'^ljf^'' 
the .number of people it benefits*. ' r;- . 

Analysis of Federal policy is not completely, 
centralized » but to the extent -that --i:t.. is, it is donjgs^by the 
Commission. -^Lobbying is done by everyone* 

The State feels that it does not recei^^e sufficient lead^,, 
tinle; an exai^le^f this was with the. Social Security " 
cKdnges. No analysis is done because there is no staff tb/ 
do it. Sufficient information is available. 

New Hampshire has a..lp.w unemployment rate. There i^I 
lots of high tech industry moving into the. State. This has 
Q had no affect on support levels of. education yet. 




V 
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VIItA~None given« 

VIIIB— None given. 

>■'• ■' 

Vine— None given. , * 
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NEW JERSEY . • ; s . , . 

, lA . . ^ - ^ 

' The Pedeyal-State relationship jhas changed over time. 
Since^ the- early. Seventies, the Stat^« has tried 'to plan and . 
coordinate with' the Peds-and that has been unsuccessful.^ 
The ^tate offered validation and collectl9n activities which 
were not accepted by -the 'Feds. Federal rules were not 

t 

workable. As a tesult, the State decided, to go its own way 

1^ 1978-79. The State has operated loans ''in . a ^J^p]^mental 

way; for example, when there was a $3,000 loan limit, the 

State petitioned the. Department of Educ-^Jiion to raise that.. 

^ ' . . . . - ■ \ 

limit. When the Department refused, the State started a 

« 

program to raise the limit to $5,0t)0 for medical and dental - 

' ' .: 'i ^ ' ' ' ' ' • * ■ 

programs. / ....... 



IIB 



Ne(/ Jersey is. a highly overmatched state. There is some 



leverage. However, matching programs are done as an*|iutoma- 
ti"^ response and there, hasn't been much difference made by. 
Federal policy J ^ . ' " • 



V 



lie / " 

- % ■ . ■ ' " 

^ _ * -''Respondent claims no affect on student demographic 

variables by Federal policy. The State has moved ahead in 

deveippin^ standards for academic progress » This Is related 

to the federal leniency in not checking ^to. see if recipients 

. are actually moving towards a degree. Thi^ is Icey to, a* 

O ' tui'tion aid graint pirograih. ■ • C 

ERIC / t . " ■. ''-i.r. . . y ^' 



^ The State's role is aimed at tuition costs, the 
_PecIeral's at non tuition 'costs. The Peds-have not thought it 
' through, that well. y. 

This information, if used in the final report, is not to 
be attributed to the State of New Jersey ; In some Federal " 

. programs, the states cou^-help in the administration. 
States can play a helpful role to institutions, but\this is. 

. not: an argument that, the Department is anxious to start. " 
There are' private institutions, for example, which need 
absolutely no state intervention because the* state could not 
do much to improve the" situation; however, other- institu- ; 
tions could profit from state assistance. 



i 
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XV- ■ Respondent indicates that a rise in the basic ,.ant 

,:o,r^ has increased e„rcia»e„t in twc .ear pubXic institu- 

^„3. Also contrib-tin, to an increased enroll.ent is the 

h<^h allows part-time students aid. State 
feature of Pell which allows pai . . 

grants are only given to full-time students. 

■ independent school enrollment is stable. The most 

Significant enrollment increases have been seen at the 2 
,ear schools, .our year enrollment is stable. The fee in, 
is that federal programs have probably expanded aggregate 

u«*. *vK«int Partr-time stu- 
. enrollment but it is unclear. to yhat extent. 

H overall been most favorably effected by programs, 
dents have, overaiJ., oe«=» 

. None given. 

Xf the SSIO program were e^minated o-educed t.e 
p.obabXe result would be a merge witi the state's Tut on .id 
.„nt program. • U tLe program were eliminated it wouW ^ 
.educe the grant given to 3,000 students. These would pro 
bably 'be the middler-income students. , ■ . . 

: r^lS-'-SSlG pro?ra^'°g«" * ^' - 



Tne ooivj — , 

,h-e state has no objection ^iscretionary ^se of 

'funds. ^ * 

, ,he state has not responded .that much to tHe. Pell ' 

. -.^es.. *here has been .«r. of a response to th|^S. 
p^ogram. The state has • developed opti.n ^-"^ ^ 
.xa»Ple, as in What- would happen if the origination fee were 
example, a ^ car.ie?, out an examination 



/ 
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of contingencies. The state operates GSL so they will con- 
tinue to look at ^ the "what if.* , 

VI. c. None given. ' - 

* • * 

VII. ', Federal financial aid in ediacation is better 
understood because the news gets out in an individual 
fashion. 

Analysis is centralized with the state's Washington 
officeir which serves as a federal liasion. There is a . \ 
central document which does resblt. The Governor disseminates 
information to the legislature. 

New Jersey feels that often there is not enough 
lead time; for example, the announcement of the PLUS program 
was *a real mess."- On the other hand, the budget process 
give;3 ample lea^ time due to forward funding. Analysis is. 
done by the state. Info^ationr is. more sufficient* than lead 
time. This is because of the state's O.C. o'ffice. . ^ 

Higher education plans in the state are more iied , 

i 

to State revenue than federal ec6nomy. flowever^ thece are 



exceptions, as in the gas tax, which would diminish the 
state's ability to raise taxejs and provide revenue. Federal 
policies exacerbate and state efforts are consistent. 



VIII. a. None given. 
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VIII. b. The state is trying to promote a work study program. 
VIII. c. None given. 
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NEW MEXICO 



II. A. The' Respondent is unsure to what extent federal, 
policies have impacted the state. Some impact has mani- 
fested itself by a .reduction of- students tied , to a reduction 
of funds. The state did develop a 5SIG program and ini- 
tiated a CWS program. CWS went into effect in 1981-82. 

II. B.. Federal policies have not leveraged state, sup- 
port. 'The Initial Reagan adrainis'tration proposals^ probably 
lead' to the state's CWS program. (II. b. New Mexico is an 
everrly matched state. However, they have the author i-ty to 
over match.) ' ^ » 

• . ' * 

II. C. In 1981-82 tutition increased by 10%^ • in the past 

4 * 

year the stat^ has recommended a further increase of 5%* 
The recommendation was amended on the. floor of the Seriate 
and provide for no increase for in-state students. The 
rationale was that students were hard enough hit already, 
and the state should, find the .fhone.y elsewhere. There will 
be no increase in 1983-84. A "Student' choice" law was' 
passed to' provide dollars for stu^nts at private institu- ], 

9 ♦ ' ' » 

tlpns. Language indicates that a student would be given th)3 
difference between private and public tutipn; however, no 
money has jDe^n appropriated • ^ 
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III. New Mexico's position is that .the State should play 
the main role. The state's policies are consistent with the 
Federal Government's autonomy and Ideal control'. iRespondent 

♦ indicated that block grants are good enough. With these, a 
state could promulgate its own roles. 

IV. No studies have been done" to determine the student • 
demographic, variables issue. - However, private school 

t 

enrollment deer esjsed -by 11% in 1981 through 1983. Some of. 
this might have been an affect' of federal financial poli- 
cies. (One third of the total federal allocation goes to 
private .institutions* ) Enrollment at two year institutions 
increased 14.7% and four year enrollment increased 2% in the 
period 1981 throfigh 1983. The recession might have contri- 
buted «to this in tha-t many unemployed people came to school. 
The aggregate number of students 'has remained stable 
overall* there is a suspicion that the attrition from the 
private schools, because it occurred in the first two years 
of school, might indicate that these 'students went to two 
year programs. The state has no studies oh the type of.stu-*^ 



dents effected. 



V. The . state is ^developing hi^h^tech prbg^ 

VI. a. If SSIG were to be reduced or eliminated, 50% fewer 
s-Sudents would^^be served. They would probably not be denied 



■ } 



' access* The state would make efforts to pick them up in 
college work study* Perhaps a small number of these stiir 
dents would be unable to attend post-secondary school, 
fhe SSIG pr.ogram is well run. ■ 
Regarding d i sere t ion ,^ New Mexico has no reser- 

• * • * 

. vations with feqleral policies as they are, 

VI. b. In response to GSL, the state sells severance tax 
bonds and uses funds and income earned off of pertinent funds 
and has authority to sell revenue " bonds . The intent was for 
the state to have its own loan program. The, state's loan 
program is operative, but it still depends on the feds to 
' guarantee. The response to changes in Pell has been that 
more students /have .app^ried for loans, 

VI. c# None given. 

« # • I, • 

VII. Respondent is uncertain as to whether or not federal ' 

^ student policies are better or less understood. 

The state's analysis i s dec entralized. It is 
handled by the federal regulations as they go out to the 
institutions.' 

Generally, the state feels there is enough leafd 
time given although iS'ometimes they panie. Analysis is ad 
hoyc. Sufficient information is given. ^ . . 
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New Mexico, is very hard hit in its Economy. The 
state is the third highest state for »higher e.ducatdon sup- 

« » * • • * . 

port per capita. Federal policies haven't affected state. 

• • •. ■ . • ' A 

policies. State efforts are counter reciprocal. 

. V ■ . f 

VIII. The state has, passed^ a "student choice" bill to pro- 
vide' money for students, at private institutions*-. The language 
indicates that students would be given the 'difference bet- 
ween private and public tuition. However no money has been 
appropriated for this program. '' 

Vlll.b. The states own work study program wejst into effect • 
.in 19.81. 

VIII. c. None' given. > 
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NEBRASKA ' * v 

. IIA 

> Nebraska's respondent indicated- that" State programs have 
not been affected by Pedenal ..programs because ^there are no 
Sta^ programs. There is an. SSIG ^ogram which is run 
•through the institutions. For the past four years 'the StajCe 
' has attempted to put through an appropriations bill to sup- • '* 
port a $5 million staj:e scholarship program. ' The Stdte has: 
also Dr6pdsied leo/islation for a state work-study plan. 
Funds wou^d not be provide'd until next year. The intent of 
this plan is to have something . in plac^ in case the Federal 
. Work-study progreun changes. ■ ^ 



No leverage, because there are no state programs.' 

lie • 



v^The Federal programs have, enabled the^^flhtate to keep 
their fees and tuition lower. These would incMa^ if .therel : 
f-' were no Fedeifsii^suppgrt. Som? arg/ie fojs-^ increa^f^ 
tuition and fees to increase eligibility for P^eral ^fun<Js.' 



-til . " \' ■ 

< , ''V • 

^The Federal government should suppqrt students a'ndvthe . 
State should support institutions. There has beeij^ ^btopbsed ^ 
a study of financial policy of higher education; in'Heferaakd';.^^^ 
'a detailed study is being negotiated*. One ;^a^ge;stjto V 
has been made, in tlie* Stat^ would be to" try.^ bn. a tr i ale bast s^-i 
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on a trial basis a tuition increase by $10 million which 
would then be used for student aid". This juould support stu- 
d,ents and not institutions. Basically, the Federal policy 
should be to aid students 4nd to suppor.;^ research and public 
service activities. 

♦ 

IV 

' Demographic variables have not been affected by Federal 
^licies. Aggregate number of students has not changed. 
The State has an open enrollment policy, and< students are"" 
not shopping for bargains. ^ 

■ \ 

VI --None given. . . ^ 

^. ' • . ■ . ■ . .\ 

VIA V 

The impact on Nebraska woul,d^ be great if ^the SSld 
program were to be eliminated. ' The State aids 2, OOojstu- 
dents thrdjagh this ptogram. However, the State money would 
be shifted to other prograi^s. There would 'be no loss of . 
students because the institutions would still ^come up with a. 
pajckage one-^ay or the other. ^ 

VIB . . . ■ ■■ ■■ . ^ . _ ■■ 

/ , . • •• • . . - . 

The State's response to changes in Peil and GSL has" beer> 

a lobbying response more th^n anything. However, nothing 

has beien highly organized in this area* 



•• VIC— None. . - \: 
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VII 



Federal student aid. policy is b^ter understood )9ecause 
t^ere ,is inore press on it' and people know about 1€. 

- Federal analysis is not centralized. The Coordinating 
,Cona|issipn does what anlaysis is done and is trying to ■ 
become a central agency. Analysis is done by institutions. 



bi^t Chere is no coordination. 



The State feels it. has sufficient lead time. Analysis 
is ad hoc. Information is sufficient. There are hp majpr^. 
problems.^in short. This is probably because there .is only' 
one program at the State leVel. ^ 

VIIIA— None. *. ' 

• ■ ^ ♦ 

VIIIA - M . 

The State has legislation pending to develop a State 
work-study program.' If it goes through, regs would be pro- 
mulgated this* year and funds wduld not be available until 
next yeat. The intent is to have a program in place in case 
changes come' in the- Federal program^ 

VlIICr-None given. ^ ' . ^ 
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NEVADA , . 

The only state student aid program Nevada had was; a 
grants -in aid program given to the regions and disbursed -to 
the'cauapuses; usually this was used for tuition, payment- 
V^^St^te' sees no major impact £rom Federal programs -^and 
policifes. ^ ■ 

IIB - 

No leveraging occurs other than perhaps with theSSlG 
program. 

lie . 

Very little impact, fhere have been no tuitions- ' ^ 
increases/ no enrollment caps. There is one science program 
which has necessitated an enrollment cap; the State^vis^ 
looking for £unds to ease this problem. 

■. ■ ■ , • 

In» general, the State should have the greater role.of 
support* This has been the case in Nevada. . The institu>- 
tions should work directly with Federal governraf»nt on a 
decentralized basis. 



IV 

There has' been- very little change or effect in student 
demographic variables. There ts only '<Sne yery .small private 
, institution in Nevada. No changes "or shifts have been ;se:en 

• .'..,125 'V;, ' ■.; ' 
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tram private to public or within the public , system. Fell 
has ma^ a difference in the ' aggregate number of students in 
that^ it has increased attendance. &ower income people have 
been most affected by the* Federal programs. 

V— None given. . , • 

VIA - , 

Nevada is an over-matched state. If SSIG were elimi- 
nated^or teduced, it would wipe out the program. The State 
would not replace the funds. Students would have to return 
to scholarships and campus money. . . * 

The "Federal SSIG program is run well. Any dneff iciency 
which exists is in the State. The university system posi- 
tion might be that as long as the program is there it. will 

be administered (as a grant program) . 

' . /■ 

VIB 

Ma-tters regarding Pell and GSXi' are referred to campus 
aid officers. Their response is orfe of a lobbying nature". 
They do make efforts to keep eligibility consistent with 
Federal eligibility.. ' ^ 

' ** . • 

VIC— ISfone givenw ^ ' * . 
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VII , * ' 

Federal student aid policy. is better understood because 
there is so. much in the .paper st. , " ^ 



'.^ Analysis 'is somewhat centralized in;)ti)e office of the 
Chancellor. 



Sometimes there is sufficient lead time and "sometimes 
there i^ n^. Analysis is^one, dh an ad hoc basis. There 
is sufficient information to allow for r^ponse. 

Nevada is in a slump -economically. Enrollment is 
-growing. .1?he population is growing, and there . is an* influx 
of people into the State. State effpr-ts are consistent. 

; VIIIA«~None given. 

yillB—None given. . * 

VIIIC?~N6ne given. 
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North. Dakota . 



II. a. As a result o£ the SSIG program North Dakota slilft^d 
^tate aid so that it was more sensitive to middle , ineome 
students. As the feds pull back, the state will leave the 
emphasis there. 

il.b. North^akota is a .over matched state. 'The. emPijasis- ' 
An the program is afding middle income students. With • 
federal ^utbacks, the state would probably leave its empha- 
sis there. 



II. c. There is not rauc*h impact. The st^te is, raising ' 
tuition because it needs more money, not' because of federal 

policies. Enrollment caps have been discussed but only if . 

- . ■ ■ • ' . '' 

the state's funding is cutback. These are statey problems. 

III. Pell should be the model for Congress' tool, to direct 
money to studeijts to meet national priorities. There- is a 
need for state -and local campuses to direct^ money to meet 
thei;: own objectives/ There is inflexibility in the 
Administration's .84 proposals. This would eliininate the 
ability o£ stateis and local jurisdictions to respond to 
their own needs. , - \ 

•X state programs should not be the ''tail that wa.gs 
the dog."' The state has not had a free hand. to dictate what 
happens at individual campuses. Ideally a plan would* foster, 
state goalfif but allow autonomy. 



The state federal relationshiPf except for "a little 
bit of fine tuning," should be left as it is. However the • 
84 proposals shbuld not be. accepted." That would tip the 
scales too far and force all students into bne mold. 

IV. North Dakota is experiencing moire enrollment than ever 
across the board. It is difficult to ispiate the reasons. 
No shifts^ have been noted between schools, no change in ■ 
aggregate numbers overall. (North Dakota has eight public 
four year schools, t?wo private schools, and thr^e community 
college^— which are not in the same system.) 

V. None given. * • 

VI. %. If the federal portion of SSIG were eliminated, the 

state would maintain its commitment. Therje would be a nega- 
te 

tive effect on middle incqme students. The program is small', 
so it probablir would not lose students. 

The program is great the way it is. 

If given discretion, the state would ript change its 
own program; but it would be a good concept overall. 

VI. b. The state has proposed GSL legislation to provide a 
fallback' if the federal program dies. This would be a state 
funded program. \n response to Pell/ the state has asked 
for iliore money in* the state grant program. The request haar 
ndt been honored because o'£>';i^tate fiscal •prob^ 
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VI. c' None discussed, . ^ . . 

VII. Federal student ^aid policies are better understood. . 
because within the past year .the consciousness level from' 
the 'Governor on down. has been greater than evet. The fear 
of cutbacks has lead to greater public visibility. 

The state's analysis of federal programs is not 
formally centralized. A task force has been coinnissioned by 
the Board. No formal cordination exists between the 
legislative and the executive branch. -i' 

The state feels that it has .had sufficient* time. ' 
It does have a problem because it has a biennial legisla^ 
ture. That makes it more difficult to respond, Tl?e state 
has a good relationship with its cc5ngressmen. Analysis . is. 
done on an ad hoc basis. There is sufficient information 
given. 

The state's economy has more effect on . state educa- 
tion than the federal policies do.. However, the federal 
policies exacerbate state conditions. In a time when stu- 
dent ai4 is decliningr student enrollment is increasing and ' 
posts ^re far greater. . The relationship is not cause and 
effect. However, the impact is not coincidental. iState 
efforts are consistent. *• 

VIII. a. The State has drafted its own GSL program, proposal. 
Vill.b. None given. 



4. 



OHIO 



II. A-. Respondent indicated that federal student programs • 
have not directly . effected Ohio programs.^ Indirectly, 
federal student programs have effected the expansion of the. ^ 
types of institutions which can participate. The state has 
added nursing programs and there is reciprocity with 
Pennsylvamia. The largest state program is the Ohio 
Instructional Grahts Program. OIG is a tuition/fee program 
developed in 1970. It is an income-driven program. A table 
of grants in the statute provides a. specific grant amount 
based on family income, nuipber of children and level of 
tuition and fees. • 
II.B. Ohio is an overmatched state for SSIG. Some v 

* • ... ' ■ 0 ■ 

* leveraging exists where federal programs have gone to level 
funding. Serving somewhat as a mechanism to encourage the ^ 

'State to maintain programs^ which it has irf existence through 
increased funding. The state has seen an increase over the 
past biennium. 

II. C. . Private institutions have increased fees. Public . • 
fees are driven by state subsidies; there is a direct tela- . 
tionship between state subsidy and fees. The stat'e has no 
enrollment caps... The gap is growing., wider for the private 
sector and this sector' has been driven to seek state aid. 

• III. ' Respondent, indicated that essentially/ Ohio does 
'hot disagree, yith the current levjil of involvement by 

federal , arid state., -The f(»iple.ral inypl'vement should be with . 
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total indirect costs and the state more involved with direct 
costs. There is some concern wiuT federal involvement in 
the regulatory area of higher education, in the state. The 
state should not be involved in the distribution of funds, 
these should go directly through -the regional institutions.. 
There is no need for a. revision of the federal state rela- 
tionship. 

tv. The state has experienced more minorities attending 

the public sector during expansion programs^ In the latter 
part of. the seventies, there was a declining enrollment of 
minority and low-income students. Public enrollment has 
been going up in the past ten years; private enrollment has 
remained stable. There is no shift in distribution seen 
from four year to two year schools. - To a certain degree, . 
federal policies have been^a faictor in the increase in the 
aggregate number of students attending post-secondary 
schools. Minority^ students are the ones most effected by 
the changes. 

V. The state is not responsive to these kinds of 
things. 

VI. a, . If SSIG were to be eliminated, there would not be a 
large impact on Ohio. SSIG is. not a big part of the pie 
there. The state would pic jc up the federal part, it would 
not underfund its own tables. There might be an impact with 
riespect to timing;;; that is the state might riee^d to reduce 
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awards in a year before legislation went through. - • 
SSIG is one of the best federal programs. 
Ohio would not be interested in inor.e discretionary, 
use of the S^IG funds. This Vould not be beneficial to the 
state because they would not use them any differently 
anyway. ' • 

VI. b. The state has not responded to changes in Pell. The 

»■ • - • 

one response to GSL has been the. possible development of a 

state loan program financed by the sale of ''bonds J This is 

in the early stages. 

VI. c-^ • - None gl^ven; * -"^ 

VII. ' Federal student aid programs are not understood any 
better or less than other programs. , " . 

,. , Analysis is not centralized In this stiate. '.The 
Student Loan Commission would probably do analysis of GSL 
matters. The Board of Higher Education would probably have 
;imput into federal programs analysis. There is, no coor- « 
dination of executive, and legislative analysis. 

In the past two years, Ohio's budget has been cut 
15 percent. As a result, higher education's share of the 
"state budget dropped from 14 percent to* 10 percent. Federal 
.policies are counter-reciprocal, state efforts are consistent 
' iri one respect couhterreciprpcal in ah^pther. 

» ■ Ohio' has no problems with lead time. / Analysis dpfite 
is ad hoc ^ Information is sufficient. - * • 



encouraged the institutions to Work with the Department of 
Education directly. The state does not seek a greater 
involvement in this role.. The irelationship between. the 
state and the feds is proper as it now stands. 

IV. Wyoming's one proprietary institution is voca- 
tional. There are no distribution shifts between private and 
public schools. There is no shift between two and four year 
schools. There is no change in the aggregate number of stu- 
dents. 

V. None discussed. ; 

VI. a. The state is utilizing approximately 80% o£ the 
incentive grant program and has had to sell colleges on the 
use of federal money*.. The impact of eliminating or reducing 
the program, would not be as serious here a[s in other states. 
There are eunple state resources for education. State stu^ 
dent financial aid officers seem to feel that students . - 
appreciate e(3ucation more if they have a commitment, 

i.e. f student employment, college work study and loans. The 
impact would be ^negligible ^and there would be no affect on 
the access if^the program were eliminated. The grants. given 
to students are very small so that they can go to a greater 
number of sjjtudents. 
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The program is administered -Exactly . as. it should 

' ■ • ■ •. ' ..* 

be". . ' - 

Respondent indicated tl^at in his opinion: grants are 

■f ■ . ' 

necessary and that the pro-am exists, as it should. Herer. 

he would differ with the financial aid officers who would . 

probably choose CWS over, a grant program. - 

VI. b. The state has relded on student aid officers to 

idientify any need group whicli is not provided acciess. The 

/ - • , ■ ' ^ . ■■ 

state then steps in,, ✓ 

VI. c. None discussed. 

yil. There is e*qual ignorance on all federal programs aa, 
they impact the state. / . 

The- state's, analysis of federal progr^s is 
decentralized. The community college conmiission is prqbablJf 
the sole state entity for. post-secondary involvement. The 
'State depends on/the congressional delegation to help with 

7 • • * *. ' 

the analysis. 

.the "State does feel that it is given enougli lead, 

^tirae. Analysis is done ad hoc or' "ad hope." The State is. 

given sufficient lead time. They credit this more to the I 
.^HEEO than to the Federal goyernme^it. 
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' " The . State has j^xperienced a favorable economic c.3i(^i- 

mate an has had the .resources to respond; Therefpre, is not. 

^ is ioncerned' about *the Federal budget. Federal'- policies' 

neither exacerbate nor are they countercyclical, while state . 

efforts are consistent with state policies and counter- 

cyfcii^l with national policies. 

• * . " " ■. ■ / 

VIIIA T{>e State has a work-study program.* / 

VIIIB None j^iven. ^ ' - 




1^ ^ 



VII]^ .Nbne given. | 
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Vlil*a, The- state is in the process of dping a survey 
; ^ tegardiiig the possible development of a state loan progran 
; . - financed by the sale of bonds. 

VIII. b. None given. ♦ . . • 

Vlli;a. None given. 
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OKLAHOMA 

. ■ ' . • . -■ '^^ - - . ' 

_ 4- . .«j - ,. . - . • . • ■ . ■• ■ . 

. li,A. Federal programs haye had a^positive Imp^iact oii tTie = 
state. . Por^ example, in SSlG, the' state 6as:JLh this past yeai 

\i|or the first time, si ightl^ overmatched the federal con tri- 
bution. in the past year, this has represented a significant 

increase, in the state contribution.. 

<g . .; . . • 

II. B. SSIG is the best example of the leveraging* factor. . 
Ok],alhoma was an evenly matched state, within the past ^ear 
jit has become a overmatched (slightly) state. Another ' 

■ example of leveraging woiild be. with the tuition fee waiver 

v 

scholarship program. This permits institutions and the 
state system to use a percentage of the last year's educa- 
, 'tion budget for fee^aived spholar ships. This effected • 
9,500 students." in. 1981-82 (based on 1 percent). In 
1-982-83 the fund ' increased to i:^^ percent, but there is no , 
-figure yet as to how this translates into people or dollars'. 
II. C.', State tuition and fees have been kept low. .There 
are no enrollment caps. Aid is to the students, not to the 
institutions in Oklahoma. 

TtT. The state -indicated it would send a narrative on 
the appropriate balance questjx^n. * This^ has not been 
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received yet. ..^ ' : . 

IV. ' Th'e state has not seen any -changes in the student 
demographic variables as effected by federal policy. At one 
^int it did npte that: there were more vtets and minorities 
o ^attending. No changes se#h fh .ag<9Fregate number of studeiiits. 



V, The state is working oh the remedial and " develop- 
mental programs for minorities. 

VI. A. It is .difficult to say what would happen in 
Qklahoma if SSIG were eliminated or reduced. For the most 
part there has been dollar-to-dollar matching in' the state.. 
It is difficult to say what would happen.^ 'The Incentive to 
start the program came from the federal government. It is 
unknown whether or not the state would continue its share if 
the federal program were ended. Those most effected would 
be needy students; the impact would be significant but not 
devastating. * _ , . 'H^ 

Na changes should be made in the program. 
The state feel it already has discretion in the 
use of funds. ' - 

VLB. The state's response to changes in pell an(^ GSL hias 
been one of lobby;lif^. Also, the state incorporated federal 
eligibility into the ru].es and regs of state programs. 
■VI.C. None given, . . 

Vli'. * Students generally, understand , firiahcij?! aid. Th^re 
is wider publicity .oh this than on^thec programs. 

Analysis , is centralized^^the State Regents 
Office/ 'but they Ido .not. cover all. the availibie programs. 
For .example > Campus basfed pr pgr am|, are analyzed in * that 
agency The Regents, inform: the s:tate legisiatur^e, campuses/ 
and lending jsg^ncifs. uppn tequest, analysis of legislative 



and executive is codrdinated as needed. by the Regents. 

Oklahoma feels that it is not g^iven enotigh lead 
tine. This is one o£ the larger concerns of the finemcial 
aid community. Analysis done is ad hoc. Information ia^ 
sufficient when it. is received in time, generally it' is not. 

Regarding the economy, the state has always tried 
to respond in a positive and timely fashion when 
assistance was needed, sometimes the federal support is , ' 

* 

there and sometimes it is not. .Federal policies are not a - 
problem, the timing of them is. State efforts have been 
consistent. * . 

VIII. None given. 

VIII. b. None 'given. ' ■ y 

VIII. c* None given. 
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II 4 A. The impact of federal policies ort this st:ate has 
been broad, in the late sixties, there was an infusioiT of 
federal money into student' aid,- and the Oregon programs • 
began to stagnate because the money was coining fxom the 
.feds. State programis were supplemental.. Now federal aid is 
decreasing and the state is. in a position which does not 
allow it to make up these decreased because there is no 
mon^. The state has coordinated state prograins with 
federal programs. , , 

II;B. . Oregon is an overmatched state. A program existed 
prior to SSIG but it was not open to as many students^.. The 
respondents did not really see a lot of leveraging going 'on 
as a result of federal programs. SSIG is, of course,, an . 
exception and an example of leveraging, -in Oregon this took 
the effect of, opening the program up to more students when 
the federal program began. Tuition would have gone up - 
anyway, it has not gone yp that much. 

Ill; . The- balance between .tlie two is not . as *importa(ht as 
.the^'role of the two* Respondents indicate that. the role 
might be as in business,: the federal government would pto- 
vidis a product .(money) . The state would be the goyiarnment's- 
wholesaler, and schools would act as retailers t6 customers 
(students). In. other words, the system would not function 
well if the federal, gbvjsrnraeht cut out the wholesaler the 
nid'cflie win. ' If -the, feds have ra^ it should be spent on 



2 - 



financial aid* Over the years, the federal government has : 
npt done a good- job of working with the states on federal 
funds. State are not involved in the process, have very 
little to say about what money they are getting and how to 
spend it. 

17. There is no data to support shifts in student 

demographics as^ related to federal policy. Inflation hit 
Oregon hard. Private institutions needed to increase 
tuition. Feds may have had a role in keeping private 
enrollment stable. Enrollments are increasing, at two year 
institutions, but that is more a function of their e'mergirig , 
•role and is not related to federal 'polic;/. If federal sup- 
port were withdrawn, enrollment would be negatively effected 
dramatically. Oregon sees a problem with independent students 
(the state accepted the £eds* definition o£ Independent 
students In ordeir to keep the system uniform. .^This doesn't 
mean that they have always agrefed, but have £ound It easier . 
on institutions and students. } , It is felt that independent 
students are onto the ^ame and have learned how to qualify. . 
This is_a result of awareness ^not a major change. This is , 
especially operative in the middle class«-which now takes a * 
large part of the pot which may have. gone to poorer stu- 
dents. People are "wise to the rules.. 

V, ' . The state is reaching a point where it. may need to, 
tighten the, definitions of .independent student even. if the 
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federal gpvernment does hot. If this does, hot happen^the 

state will end up givlngv. two-thirds of its' aid to indepen- 
dent students. 



VX.a. If SSIG were eliminated or reduced, the state would 
not maintain the program at the same level. It would keep 
up the state part of the commitment. . The overall effect • 
would be a reduction in student access. 

SSIG is the most efficient federal program. It is 
twell. administered. ' 

Discretionary use of funds would be a- positive st^ 
forward. The state has a bill in the legislature now which 
could be looked upon more favorably if it has such federal 
support. response to changes in PEL^and GSL the state 
makes comments and tries to get it policy more in line with .. 
the federal's. The state response is dictated by federal ' 
changes. If these programs are reduced, 'the state will not 
be able to pick them up. PELL has been" modified ahnually 
ailoncf with the feds. ' : . 
VI.c; * None given. - y 

VX'I. . The federal student aid policies are bette*t 
understood. Student beneficiaries understand how to get 
federal money because of regulations requiring ^state to 
inform them. ' ^ 



The State Scholarship Commissioh is the central 
.pointy for analysis on federal student aid matters, Counsel 
is also responsible for coordinating*, information between the 
legislative and and executive branches* 

** • • • _ 

The state feels that it does not have sufficient 
lead 'time. It analysis of the matter is sustained. 
Problems as they come up are done on an ad hoc basis. 
Information is sufficient. Although, sometimes th^_ state 

feels they need to push for the information. ' *• 

. ^ . ■ ... - 

• The state is expeiy^encing high unemployment. 

Cannot respond additional money. With respect t(5 student 

aid there is really no effect bf fediarWl policies* / 

Vll^.a. none given. ■ . 

VJlI.bi. None given. 

VIII. c. None^.given. ' 
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JfflObE ISLAND 

lA Rhode Island had, a state prograai^in effect prior , to. 

SSIG, biit it was a scholarship program only, Af tfer the ini- 
tiation of a federal SSI6. program it became a .scholarship • - 
•and grant program. This is not seen' as being tied exclusi'* 
vely to. th'e Federal program. 

IIB Rhode Island is an over-matched state which had a 

state program in effect pri^r to SSIG. Respondent indicated 
that there is absolutely no leveraging of sta.te funds by 
Federal policies. and programs. (Growth in the state grant 
program is a function of a built-in growth factor in the 

appropriations process as set by formula.) 

♦ ' 

lie , Tuition levels have been increasihg over the past 
five years, but this is a; function -of anticipated state 
appropriations, not the Federal policies. There may be more 
federal impact on tuition levels" at the private level. 
Although the general expansion of student aid' would be com- 
patible with. revising tuition levels, there is of course 

constraint on this when funds are cut back.. 

, • • • ^ 

.III ' The only rvesponse "given was that- It" is cfitjlcal, . 

glven^a s t ate-wit h economic dtf f i cul^ti es Jmoxe jajct^reme than 

the national average, tliat federal . support^ be maintained at ,'peak. 

IV 'no changes in stCident demographic variables are 

seien as ti4d to" federal policies. , , , , ' 

V ... ■ ' ' ' - ' .V , ^ 

♦ . r ^ ' ' , " • . . . 

- - ■ — .^..............^...^i^,^....,^^ 
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VI None. 

VIA 'Respondent indicated -that there would be no real 
impact on the State if the program were eliminated or 
reduced. The appropriations fdr tne program afe set by for- \Jl 
mula. The State would not replace federal funds. It is . 
unknown- whether each award would be reduced slightly or the 
number of eligl^bles would be reduced. The program, has" grown 
every year. This growth is not dtie'tb federal policy, but ' 
to a built-in .growth factor in the, state, appropriations 
formula.- V ^ '{ 

- .Respondent indicated that one thing that would make 

the SSI6 program more efficient would be less stringent 

recording 'requirements by the Feds., It. is a burden on the 

. • ■ ' ' • < »' 

State to maintain indiv-idual records oi each student 

. " 

r«ceiving funds and to haVe to indicate which portion of the 
student's aid is SSIG mon^sy.- It would make more sense to be 
able to say overall the State .complies and indicate that the 
mbney is blended. ' - . . . ■ 

Discretionary use of funds would be a useful 



opFionV V^^^^^^ opportunity firogram. 

Hovever^ when the State applies for SSIG money ^i^^njust state 
how much grant and scholarship money the. state will) put. in 



and can't count how much money has gone into the" work 



ERIC : . •■ kr'Ue 



• ^ program desp^lte.thii tdiC% that the program Is In a needsr 

based student assistance program. With such dlscretlonr the 

state could^count the «!ork money as part o€ the obligation. >. 

' ■ • ■ . ■ •' . ' 

. VIB The State's major response to Pell and 6SL changes 

has been one o€. lobbying. The State has attempted to tal:k 

, to congressional representatives about the Impact. Changes 
In Pell could affect the State because. If a student becomes ; 
eligible for less money under Pell (e.g., $800 rdther than ' 
$1,000} > that reduces the. student's resources and therefore 
Increases eligibility for aid In the State's, view. The 
State does not have more money to respond to this and must 
spread Its money more thinly. ' Overall the State feels it ^ 
can't do anything' regarding changes in Pell and GSL because, 
'it must comply with changes. 

.. • ■ . 

YJC . None discussed. 

. VII Student^ederal aid programs are probably less well 

understood than other major federal programs. The students 
don't understand themr the legislators don't understand 
them, aii^ t1fie lnstitution$ do understand them. One 'elenjint of 
student ald7Is~"thaOTTs nb^^^ . . 

gets blended in with, the state moneyV\^;.AS a^ result, people 
are probably not, as aware of what the federal part is. 




Would be as compared to a' program, such as medicaid where the 
^money tsomes directljr f.rcan the federal gbvernmeht to the 
recipient and is not blended with state money^ 

Analysis of federal, policy is not centralized in 
Rhode Island. Legislative and executive analysis is coor-. 
dinated. \ . 

The state is ribt given enough time to Respond to 
changes in federal policy. Rhode Island's major problem is 
that>they begin building their budget 18 raontlig prior to k 
fiscal year, Wheii notices go out„late from the Feds, by " ; 
then the budget is with the legislature. Federal policy 
changes, must predate implementation by 18 months in order 
for the state to respond. Analysis is ad hoc^ information' 
again is not given in enough .time. ^ 

The state has its own fiscal problems which are 
probably exacerbated by federal problems* istate^f forts are 

consistent with economic conditions. ' / , ^ 

» . ' ^ ' . ' 

VIIIA. None given. ^ • ' 



VIIIA ' , Rhode . Island has a work opportunity program which 
is a needs-'based' program. 

VIIIC None given. , r 
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SOUTH CAB0LINA 



II. A. Federal policies and programs hav<s had very little' 
impact on the state, TO the extent 'that thisy jpave had aiv 
imt)act it has been impercep table. Theri^haih'^bfein s6me 
impact on funding levels although there is no way to prove 
impact. It is possible that moce state money might have 
gone, into education if there had not been' the federal : ' 
programs. However, the state will not be able tio make up 
the difference in sharp drops- in federal aid. 
II. B. ' South Carolina is 'an overmatched state. Respondent 
indicated that it has not had a leveraging effect. Overall, 
SSIG has not Ijad the impact it should have. SSIG is usejj in 
South Carolina for students at *'in-state independent " " 

colleges. There is no state program for students g^ing to 
public schools in-state. 

II. C. Although there is. no data, to support this, i^t is 
possible the institutions have raised tuition and fees' ifto»e 
quickly than ^ they otherwise might have. ^ 

X ;■ ■ • 

III. The balance ijs generally the way it should be. 

r*- . . ^ ... 

The federal government should have a major burden for 

' ^ ■ ■ ■ " - r ■ ; ■ • 

r-esp0nsibility arid the state should supplement^lt's^ efforts? 

Th^ relationship ishould not be revised* More state involve- 
ment iw the distributlbn"^ funds would be disastrous to thie 



financial aid community. 



IV* . Although there is no data^ it seems that there have 
been an effect by federal policies on the. student 
demographic variables. ProbaJ^ly, private enrollment has^,^.^^ 
remained sizable as a result. "The^stlte is Experiencing, more 
'of an increase in enrqll ^ent^^j tttwQ, year than at fpjar year . 
institutions. Veterans benefits also effect this; Vets 
receive the same amount regardiess~?5r'an~:tnstitutidh*S' - " 
tuition, and therefore more oiSten choose the less exp^siv^e 
two year schools. Federal policies and programs haye'cerr ' 
tainly- had . an effect on overall increased enrollment through 
the years. The m^j or effect has been that ibWer-inspme stu-. 
dents havie been given access. As, a result of .cut-ba<!.kS/' 
more middle-income students: wT^D end up at public ins titii- 

tions. • ' . . 

■ < ' ■• '4 • . • > 

V. None. • . 

VI. A. - If SSIG were eliminated or reduced, the state would 
"ndt'replace the funds. *" t~\ . 

: ■ ' . ■ ■ 

> Respondent indicated' that' there should i(M a maridate 
mand'ate to have the SHEEO agency adm^Vi^t'er the program. 
There Should be enforqemenib of equal Recess, by private and 

• • •* , ' N . • • • • ; < • • - 

public Students based ori need. / / 



In respondent's opinion, work programs should 

.«.'.. , • ■ . ■ ' - . ■ ' ^ . 

re^lactrSSIGl SSlG has noj: had a great^impact on South 
Carolina, k work program would be better in. the State. 



"J^IbT There" have Been, no real reactions in^he change^ Xn 
eligibility in Pell except that the tuition grant agency has~ 

reijuested and been refused more money. " ■' 

X * - - - 

VIC. Morie given. 

VII. ^ Federal student aid policies are less well 
understood. Recipients jfon't know as much and don't take 
the time to learn. 

Analysi§#dirwderal policies is not centrali*zed. 
Any which is done is done by the Commission on Higher 
Education. Some is also done by the Ipuition Grartt Agency 
and the Student Loan Corporation. 

The Statl feels th§t it 'is never given enough; lead 
time. Analysis is ad hoc. Information, i^s sufficient, but \^ 
not enough- advance , « ^ . 

' TheState's economy is poor. There is less" money 
for education/ and the State finds that i,t cannot react with 
additional funds at 'a time when the Federal is. withdrawing 
supEtort*.. Federal policies, exaqecbate. State efforts are 
consistent. * ]' 
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VIIIA. None given^ 



VIIIB. None given. 



VZtilC. None given; 



\ 
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SOOTH pAKOTA^ > . 

IIA . Not discussed.. 



IIB In the past, jSputh Dakota expeirienced a- slight 

leveraging effect with SSIG. . -This was not to a. great, extent 
^or aeen-asHa eing v ery imp or tant. T he South Da ko^tar^egtstag^ 



ture has not been putting up the money and looks at the 
program- as "bait or seduction money" with a great deal of 
reluctance. Any levierage which does exist is. grbwing less 
important all the time. South Dakota , is- an over-matcfted . 
state. * ' ■ ~ 

lie Tuition fee levels are moving up faster than state 

support level. The State has increasing admission stan- 
dards, but this is not a direct consequence. The State 
feels that its resources are limited and they should be used 
more effectively. There^are no enrbllment ^caps. There is a 
program review which will force the issue of whether or not 
marginal programs should be maintained. It. is seen that 
istudent enrollment "will decline' over the. next 10 or 15 
years, nationwide.. This is not to federal policies. - - 

III Respondent indicated that the Federal government 

Should have a heavy role supporting studentr/f inancial aid 
and Research. The feeling is that the Feds are responsible , 
and the State shouldn't take the pressure off pf them. The 
government should get out of the business bt involving them- 
selves, in the, development of new direct ioiis; they 'shouldn't. 
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telljbhe sttt>5' how to dp things when they don't ki^ow h6w. 
The Federal govermnent-^shQUld get out of the prograiraati'c 



area. 




IV South Dakota has experienced a. slight "ibvtsinent from 

the privaM' to 'the. public sector. The enrollmen.t at dome 

private schools has'^^own while the enrollment at others has 

decreased. Of those private institutions whicS'^have lost 

enrollment, all claim that^ the Federal government is the 

reason, .. South Dakota has''n6 two-year system. The State has 

« 

had an overall enrollment increase in the aggregate vihumber " 
of students^ but this is not a result of, Federal policies,' 
The economy of the State has the greater impact. The middle 
class student is the one most affected by these changes. 

V None. 

VIA If SSiG were to be eliminated or reduced> there 

would be virtually no impact upon the State. Respondent 
indicated that the State no longer takes part in SSIG. This 
yeaf-rrjchools could elect to take part an<| not all the mbi>ey 
was used. It is too late in South Dakota, they are not 
interested in the program any more. 

As far discretionary use of funds, the State would 
object to the concept of taking "bait mbney" to develop 
ptogjrams which- the -State would - not want to do otherwise. . 

ERiC- y ; . . 454. 
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This was previously, however. This year, the State indica-. 

tes t|iat it virtually does not take part in SSlG'any more. 

^ • ■. ^ 

VIB Response taken by South Dakota has been in ,the form 

^ '. . ' . 

of lobbying. • . — 



VIC . None given. / . 

y 

,VII Federal student aid policy is better understood. 

The Boar(3 of Regents does analysis of Federal 
issues. The legislative and executive branjch do" their own 

analysis. It is a small state and t|)ese three- entities are 

-/• 

* in contact yith one another a lot. 

The State feels that it is not given enough lead 
time. Analysis is ad hoc. Information is sufficient- and , 
the State is given more than it needs. Things are in a 
constant state of change. . 

Federal policies have exacerbated many o£ the' 
State's economical policies. South Dakota has a balanced 
budget lawi Federal policy is not a positive influence. - 

•• ; ' 

VIIIA None igiven. 

' ' ' ' • , ' 

VIIIB None given. 
VlilC None given. 



. ' TENNESSEE 

II. A« The federal SSI6 program has clearly had an impact. 
The state initiated a grant program prior to 5.SIG but the 
court ruled it unconstitutional in 1974 and the program was 
defunded. In 1976, if there had not been federal money, 
there would not 'have been legislation to continue the x 
program. Tennessee began its GSL program in 1963. The 
major impact of federal policy on the state level has been 
felt- through these two programs. Other federsCl programs 
must have had' an impact, but SSIG and GSL are primary con*- 
cerns of the Tennessee Commission. v 
II. B. Respondent found it difficult to respond to the 
leveraging question. The s^tuderit assistance corporation is 
a separate agency from the Higher Education Commission. 
Respondent doesn't really see leverage in Tenne'ssee . It is 
speculated that the existence of Pell, , GSL,' etc. have muted 
critism which Wbuld have arisen every time the state 
increased fees. The state has been able to set fee rates as 
part of the overall budget consideration. 
II. c. Federal policies have made fee increases easier to 
justify. The.state has had some efforts to limit 
enrollment. There is a state program created And designed 
to close the gap between private and public tuition. 

^ - • - 



III. Although respondent has no figures to bear this . 

• • ■ * ■ . ' * '- " . ■ ■ 

out^ the speculation is that the parental proportion o£ the. 

cost of a student's attendance has^ diminished 3irice 1976 r 
although the actual dollars paid< out may not have dimi- 
xiished. As for the balance between state and federal, the 
division is not as important as it is between goyernment and 
consumer. Tennessee money goes to Washington and com^s 
back; there must be a program in place £or students who 
can*t pay anything^ This means grants £or ^students who 
can't borrow everything. Subsidy costs should be borne by 
the feds; a failure to. do so would bring down the system. 
The cost of insurance should be handled by the state^ and the 
front end V of the loan should be passed to students , whether ^ 
it be origination fees or-'taxes. The state needs to be 
involved in lender participation. In: the granb area^it 
should be handled at the' institutional level with state 
overs ighlT.^ ^As f or stTTj^je^j ^d revisions of the federal/state 
relationship/ Tennessee foresees upcoming further centrali- 
zation' at the federal lev^l and the federal government is 
npt equipped to deal at the local 'level* Ideally^ the rela— 
tionship would exist as it does^now with SSIG/ where the 
state has authority to recentralize to the i^nstitutional 
levels Tennessee would like tb see Rell decent rali'zed and 
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given to the institutions tO'a.<3ainister.. the feds 'have a ' 
responsibility for an equitable formula for distribution, 
ly. Respondent has only a general seipse of changes in 

variables as related to federal policies. Resppndent specu- 
lates that without the federal programs, enrollment would be 
lower and there would be fewer private institutions. 'As it 
is, private enrollment is decreasing-. This is not 
necessarily seen sts a direct relationship to federal 
•programs though. The two year institutional enrolliiient has 
grown faster. This could be because it is cheaper or 
because it is more convenient to commute. The total a|[gre- 
gate number of students has continued to grow modestly. 
This is seen as being tied more to the poor economy than td 
Students aid policies. The proposed and* actual changes have 
fallen inost heavily on graduate and professional ^students.. 

V. . * The state is having problems getting lenders to ' 
make ALAS loans. A bill has been introduced to modify 
bonding issues to ease this. 

VI. a.. The affect of eliminating or.J:^ucing SSIG woiild be' 
a political judgment^ according to respon^iiht. : Eliminating 
the program could easily' tip the balance between those who . 
support the program and those who don*t. Respondent is 
fearful that a demise of SSIG would put legislators in a 

-» . •' ' ' ■'• ' / ■' - '.' " - _ / ■ 



po« it ion. whereby they would ^ut money into other fuhcti<5ns-r! 
either. other state funotions or other higher education func- 
tions. As a resuilit, the. state would lose tli^ ability to 
serve a number of students. ■ Cuts wbuld probably not deny 
access becauisie costs are low, how^v^r choice would be 
restricted. 

SSI6 is thought to be the best structured federal 

program. 

Regarding discretion in the use of funds, if work 
programs are slipping to the forefront rather than SSI6, 
Tennessee has no complaint--if that is the focus. 
VI .b. ' Regarding 6SL, Tennessee has been able to use 

liberalization ol^ programs to Vastly increase participation 

J / 
o£ l^ndersy This has put^the ALAS program on the lin^* 

VX.«c« None discussed. 

.VII« Lt is hard to say whether ot not the programs were 
better or less understood. Generally, they are probably not 
uii^erstood. 

State analysis of federal policies is ndt centra- 
lized. The Higher Education Commission does.some work on it 
biit is less equipped thein other equivalent agencies . to deal 
with analysis or impact. Legislative analy)3is is not done. 
The Executive Branch does not have a staff which analyzes.^ 

. . The state does not feel it is given enough leacl. 
time-. • Analysis is ad hoc . Ijlsuff icient^ information, is . 
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It is difficult: to determine a direct relationship 
between the staters economic condition and fedec^i^l policies i 

' ' • * ' . ■ 

Federal policies prob'ably exacerbate and sta^te efforts are 
consistent. 

VIII. a. None given. .< . 

VIII. b. None given 
vill.c. None given. 
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II. A. Federal policies have affected state policies in ~ 
only a tangential manner. . However, in 1974 with SSIG', the 
istate grant program changed from a tuition- equalization 
program to the private sector and funds were made, available 
for public institution students. 

II. B. Texas is an overmatched state which had a program 
prior to the federal' SSIG program. However r the state grant 
.program was used for the private sector only. Subsequent to 
SSIG funds became available for public students. The SSId 
program has had some leveraging effect, although not a lot. 
Other than initiation on thfe federalfpart th^re isno 
leverage; 

II. C. The greatest single support for post-secondary edu- 
cation in Texas* is seen as being a low tuition rate for the, 
public sector. It is unclear whether this is a result of 
federal policies. T^o "prestige" public institutions in 
Texas are tightening the enrollment requirements; this is. 
nbt related to the financial assistance programs. The stat^ ^ 
is_now seriously discussing raising public's tuitions. 



III.. . Respondent is hardpressed to. know appropriate 
balance. As for i suggested balance, it would b$ a better 
thing if federal- programs were designed as not to penalize, 
states ^th, for example, a low tuition policy. High 
' . tuition states receive a proportionate share of the money by 
(juailifying for more federal! support. State educational 

: ERIC _ ' /' ' : ■ 1^1 ' ■ ■ ' ■ / 
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agi^nci«8 should be more involved with federal funding 
distribution to institutions. Institutions would probably 
disagree with this. For example, in the SSX6 program the 
money flows through the state and , is. monitored carefully. . 
If it is misused or not-'uiied it is reallocated to .another 
institution. A. lot p£ federal funds are seen, as being 
squandered .at the institutional level. 

IV. Federal policies have enabled more students to 
attend private institutions. Statistics would indicate that 
a smaller number of students are now- 'enroiring at private 
schools.- This does not exist to a great extent; it is 
rather a smaller growth factor .'^ ITwo year enrollment has 
grown at a greater rate %'han four year enrollments. 
Overall, enrollment in the state has continued. to increase. 

V. Nothing is planned. < 

Vi .A^^.^TSeneTiiS inaction reduction of federal support in 



the SSIG program would :mean different things to different 

»■ • ■ . .' ' , . 

students. In the 'private sector, money which is now 

available would be reduced.' With a lowered SSIG funding 

there would be a lower state effort.. In the private area 

the state exceeds the federal contrlbutloiie The result; 

would be reduced amounts going to the same number of 

qualifying students. In the public sector, money comes 
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directly from institutions. With the SSI6 source diminished 
there £ewer students would receive grants. 

- The only reconu|ended change in the program. woul(3 be 
regulatory, in this the states would not have to ssecifi- 
cally dollar-for-dollar match the federal program in each . 
student's package. Rather, tjiere wii^uld be a situation o£ 
Allowing states to structure it as they, wish as long as the 
state grant is equal to the federal grant. As it is now in 
Texas, they need to issue additional checks in order to have 
an audit trail. Otherwise, the state is pleased with. the 
program* 

More discretioil would be valuable if it ^ere 
flexible and nonrestrictive. 

VI«b« The state hadn't done much in response to changes 
in PELL and GSL. Thi^ is tied to the low tuition rate at 
publ^ic schools* 
VI*c* None discussed* 

Vil« Federal student aid programs are less well . 
understood. The programs are complex and numerous* State, 
policy makers don*t understand them either* 

The state is reasonably well centralized in its 
analysis of student aid. The Coordinating Board has more 
responsibility than others. The governor's office relies on 
the Board. Legislative and executive coordination is 
reasonably well done through the Board* 
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The state does not feel that it, has been given 
enough lead time. The feds have shown araa^zing consideration, 
for those responsible for coordinating state policy. Texa|' 
legislature meets onXy^ every qtther year. It IS difficult * 
to coord ij>a^^, in s_uch ariose time span^ Anaiysis which7~is^ 
done jar Si6 hoc .. Information Is insufficient, €t has ^ 
generally been very hard to get tl^^nformation needed about 
what the federal programs are doing. Until recently,,- Texas' 
economy was favorable. The state has continued to put in an 
increasing share; e.g., students in private sector are . . 
paying less than 3% of ^sts. As inflation increases, stu- 
dent aid/has been absorbed by the state.'. During Reagan's 
.* ' . ' ' ' ' ■ ■ ■ ' . ■ 

administration, federal policies have exacerbated' economics. 
State efforts have been countercyclical. The abigLity of 
people to pay has pjcpbably increased, "but they haven't -been 
asked to. The state is seriously discussing raising public 
uitions. 



Vlll'.a. Hone discussed. 
Vlll.b. None discussed., 
VIII. c. None disci 



V 
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Il.a. Prior to GSL, ho one realized the magnitude o£ . 
need. GSL Is now the largest progriaun In Utah.- Last year,/ 
the state extended 50 nill'ion dollars In loans as compared 
with 1 1/2 million dollars in all other programs put 
together. Overall, (other than GSL), there ' has Iseen a very 
limited affect of federal policies on the state because of 
the lo.w level of programs. 

II. b. Respondent sees no real leveraging. The State 
Board o£ Regents Is concerned about and lobbies for/ GSL. / 
For exampleiu the elimination of graduate dtudents would be 

devastating to Utah. Stat^ ^support has beer^ dropping off. 

^ ' V \ • . - ' . 

The .legislature takes a dim view of grants except for dlsad^ 
vantaged students. The Board ^grees with this. There is n6 
effort to support NDSL, Pell, etc. tJtah is an evenly 
matched state. 

II. c. Determination of capitation grants for medical stu-^ 
dents has ha^ an impact. The state has had to r.aise tuition 
in medical school to offset the loss in capitation grants. 

The state-vAas tuition waivers for 10% of the total number of 

\ ' • ■ . ■ ■" . '■ ' ■' .' '.' 

resident stiidencts. This is based on heed and academic 

quality. At the graduate level, ^here is extensive use of 

waii/ers to graduate. teaching assistance; 
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nr. No discussion of balance. Riegarding role, respon- 
dent sees no nee d for a ^ld be i n v ol v emeuL. — GSL is th e only-; 
program where centralization is warranted. Utah has wbrlced 
out nechanisns for decentralized financial ai^ and it is 
working well. ' MOney is passed to. institutions. 
Centralization should be at the institutional level. This 
would eliminate the building of Empires. The state is anti- 
bureaucrati,c. It supports gopd accountability and a centra- 
lized jsnd lean system. . - t 

XV. Respondent was unable to identify demographic 

variables as affected^by federal policies, in fact^ does, not 
see federal financial aid policies as having any impact. 
There are more significant factors. Enrollment trends are a 
function of unemployment, not a function of financial aid at 
all. The state is experiencing' heavy enrollment increases 
in science programs. Public schools have open admissions 
subject to availability. Apparently, public schools are 
turning 1500 to 200t) students a year away. \. 
V. • None given. ^ 
VX.a. The SSIG program is small. Eliminating or reducing 
it would have some im|>act on di'sadvantaged students* 
Legislatures have indicafted that if SSIG is lowered they 
would shift state money ^^nto a work study program not at an 



incireased level, if giyen discretion, the state would pro*^ 
bably «bve^.gradually tpwajed a wo^k study prograni. - "i 

SSIG is emphatically supported, it gives aid pffi- 
■cers flexibility in putting together packages. Aid officefi 
are at variance With the legislators. 

Vi.b^ Response to PEIOli and 6SL changes has been primarily 
to the student financial aid administrators at the ijistitu- 

tions. When they have made their concerns, this is 

. ' •. 

reflected to the Board and results in lobbying efforts. 
Utah is a middle class state, and. GSL cuts hurt the middle 

♦ 

class. ^ 

VI . c. None dlscussedv 

VII. On the whole ^ federal stUjdent policy is probably 
the best understood. . , 

Analysis of federal policies is centralized, with . 
the Board of Regents in issues of planning and finance. 
Most other issues are analyzed at the institutional level 
and by the state a'ssociation of financial aid officers. The 
Reg'ents maintain a light hand-. They have a great distance 
between, schools in Utah. Legislati^^e. and executive coor-^^,.. 
dination is run by the Board. r ... 

The state fe61s that it is not given enough lead 
time. This is one- of the; most , serious problems the state 
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encounters in dealing with federal policy. B;esponderit cites 



as 4n example the delays in getting put information about 
compliance with tjyjth in lending regarding prpmlsso^y notes. 
The state spends a lot of money and =in the end it wasn't 
necessary. As another^ example , last fall, 'institutions went- 
several months withotft knowing 'the allotments.' 
done by the state is ad hoc . Information is insufficient. - 

Generally, federal policies are countercyclical. 
State efforts have not really responded or changed. 

' ' ' < 

VIII. a. None given. 

yill.b. Respondent Indicated that if SSIG funds were ' . 
lowered 'significantly, the state would probably shift money 
into a work study program but not at an increased level of 
funding. If given discretion on how to use the SSIG funds 
the state would probably move gradually toward a work study *^ 
program. < 
VIII. c. None^gtven;""' ' 
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VIRGINIA 

. . . - 'ii 

IX.a. In Virginia,- federal student aid is the base upon 
whicit programs are built; state programs augment federal 
bnes. Without fiedeiral aid, the state would be "bigger into 
the student aid business^" which would result in a smaller 
state system. Over the past ten years, the state lias built 

*a sizable non-need based program for private students. 
II. b. ' . Virginia is an overmatched state. Up ui^il fast 
year there was no leveraging by federal pr<3grams. In fact, 
the opposite was true because pol'icies had been becoming 

^ more and more generous. Last year, because it was clear 
that .programs were under fire, there was a good dose of - 
money placed in the institutional budget and there was a 
manda^te to start a work study program and a need based 
program. SSIG is the only leverage program the state .has 
now, although it has had a miniiaal kind of leverage because 
its been the minimal refquirement, that is in maintenance of 
effort required.. . . 

, III. If Virginia had not had the federal programs,, it is 
pr-etrtrcted that it would have had a systiV within which there, 
would have been more aid and less access), i.e." , a smaller 
systein. Because Virginia was giving bufc- small grants -to a 
lot of people it has under consideration a law which respon- 
dent describes as a program of last resort. It i#oul'd take 
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the statewide need based program and after considering 
family and. student contribution, PELL, etc. if ai student has 
$1,000 of need he/she could get up to 65%Vfrom the need 
. .based program.. Respondent commented that Ronald Reagan's 
proposed program (40/60%) turned the federal program into 
augnientation rather than base» This would not be good for 
the state. 

Tuition and fee l<^els to some extent have been 
immune; in other ways they have been raised in recognition 
that there is aid available. Without the federal progrsun 
enrollment caps would have come sooner. 
III. Fhysically> Viffinia would like to see feds con- 
tinue to play a role as the provider of the financial aid 
base to students ^(on aTneed bis is) and to pay a share of 
research. The feds need to recognize that' states, rather 
than colleges and universities, are out there and be more 
conscious o£ the relationships which exist between operating 
budgets, capital budgets, and financial aid, and to 
recognize that a change in financial .aid - programs is not 
simply a change in student plans. *It involves potentially 
massive changes in state programs and planning i,^^ 

The states don't want to intrude on the workings of 
the institutions, but it. wouldn't be bad if the states were 



allowed to administer block grants and target money for ; 

their own needs. The state ought to be a party to planning 

which goes, into where the money is going. • • 

IV. Respondent indicated that it is difficult to know " 

whether or not, in the private sector, federal policies had 

. made a difference in enrollment. Probably it does. 

Virginia, combines a non-need based grant on top. of what 

might be means justification that produces Pell andjaccess 

to NDSL and CWS money. Virginia has a wide range of private 

... ' » " 

colleges, and at some it certainly has made a difference* A 

bigger difference is seen in the public institutions. 

There, federal programs have made it possible for some who 

might otherwise not have had access to attend two year 

schools, while for others it has been possible to go on to 

four year schdols or' all the way through college. Regarding 

the. Aggregate number of students, there a^^e no data , to prove 

the impression that there are more students than there would 

. be if there were no financial aid. The state did an 

y 'r. 

"impressionistic" survey. three years ago of students asking 
them: if "X" happens, what would you do. People indicated 
/ that they wocildn't go to school. This is not considered a 
.* reliable study by the state. Respondent indicated that the . 
state has capitalized on changes by using money which was 
available to build more capacity to handle students. 
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V. None given. 

VI . a. If the federal contribution of SSI6 were e'limi,nai:ed 
_pr reduced it would "kick a program of last resort in the 

teeth" by taking 40% of the money out. That would leave a 
program so small that it would probably be ^abolished. Last 
year Virfinia had 42,000 applicants and gave out 20/000 
grants. Next year, on the new needs base program less than 
10/000 will receive an.average grant of. oyer $400 (the ... 
awards will range from $400 to $1000} . 

No changes in the program were redoiunended . . 

It would be great if the states were allowed more 
discretion as lon$ as they are not asked to trade <Stf, for. 
exemple, SSIG for CWS. ^ 

VI.Ij. vThe state vis moving toward a change- to a state need 
base program* After (Considering family and student cbntri^ 
but ion, PSLL, .etc. if a student has $1000 of need^ he/she 
can get up to 65% of that need from the program. 

VI. c. None given. 

VII. Federal student aid is not as well understood as 
other programs because there isn't any easy way to make pre** 
cise correlations between the federal and the state. . , 

Analy3is of federal programs is centralized^ with 
the Department of Planning^ and Budget. Trt is respondent* is 
opinion that this agency handles it badly while the'' State 
Council Of Higher Education does it well. The legislative . 
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•branch ' turns to the Council fdr explanations. ' Ther§, fs' . 

coordination o£ legislative and executive analysis but there 

. . .* . - ■ -■ ' ■ . 

is little' legislative analysis. 

The state (Soes.not feel that it has had ample lead 
time. Forms haven't been printed on time.. No policies were 
released. The state has sufficient lead time on some mat- 
ters- and insufficient lead time on others. 

Op until last year vi^inia's economy w^s going 
well. - The growth.cp|miitment. .was strong and moving and 
higher education had more access to it. Federal pull-backs 
are not countercyclical because enrollmen^Viia^ come close to 
peaking ^and it was. seen as possibly .time, for levelling out 
the financial aid support. Reagan's proposal exacerbate 
difficulties. ' ^ . 

VIII. a. Virginia is now^cpnsidering a statewide need base 
pr og r am After considering family and student contribution^ 
PELL, etc. if a student has $1000 of need he/she can gpt up 
to 65% .from the program. 

VIII. b. None given. ^ . 

VIII.c. None given. 
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II. 9. Washington has experienced relatively little, impact 
from federal programs and policies. I?i the early 70' s the 
implementation of SSI6 stimulated the existing state program, 
^established 1964). ^The state doesn't tie as closely into 
the PELL mechanism. ■ ) ■ ■ ■ 

II. b. Washington is an overmatched state. Federal poli?- 
cies have not served to leverage additional support. 
Perhaps some, additional state student aid support has been 
generated, but there has not been a significant effect on 
state appropriation. A more relevant issue is state revenue 
availability. 

.II. c. Increases in aid ih the late 70 's may have made. it 
easier to enact tuition and fee increases* The tuition sen- 
sitivity in PELL has contributed slightly to the feeling 
that fees can be increased with less risk/ although there 
are other factors involved. Any links are" very » marginal. 
The affect of GSL was that legislators, felt that students 
could borrow money. ' The primary affect of federal programs 
with the ability of |,ijdividuals to make a positive choicelto 
enroll. ' , . 

III. Washington's opinion is that if the federal govern-, 
ment should get out of direct assistance to the students. . 
The state's heaviest role is support for institUtionlvL 
operations. The state effort ought to-be increa,sed and the 
feds should stimulatii|^'tha4:. The federal role should be . 

. " ■' ■ ■ ■ . ■ 174' ' ^ ' 



■/ 

strong but the greater portion should be linked up with the 
. state which has the lesser role but a strong role in ^upport 
of institutions. One thing which has caused difficulty is > 
the' Pell program^, which brought Congress into, questions of 
• needs analysis which aren't needs analysis. The.notion 
that, for example, $1500 is given to a. student is popular 
politically. It should be regularized so that people know . 
which part of. a package they can rely on. The 
Administration has been attacking things .which should be 
strengthened. Regarding the role of the state in funds 
distribution, more oversight is needed. As for revision qf 
the relationship, "it is going to fpllow the money." In 
large part, it's up to the state in terms of the role they 
play in taking, the Initiative. The Department of Education 
and state student aids agencies should hav^e a commitmarnt to 
consult. There is a nyd for involvement by^ state student 
aid offices r SREEO/ etc. into some decision making and 
planning. SSIG should not be eliminatedr it should be used 
as a base for more assistance. 

IV. In thefopinion of respondents> the growtli of f inan- 

Qial aid in the late 70 *s assisted private institutions in 
accommodating moderate growth while costs are increasing. 
It is conjectural/ that there 'may have been fewer indepenf"^ 
dent institutio;cis otherwise. Federal policies have not had 
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an effect on enrollment shifts or distribution. in the public 
system. Respondent couldn't quantify any changes in 
enrollment, bne-third of the state's full-time students are 
receiving aid. This number would be lower wi«t'hout 'programs. 
The state is now seeing an increase in aid applicants and a 
modest decrease in entry enrollments. lnstiJ:utions can't 
respond to the demand. An. increase in demand is tied to 
high unempl6yment. P^wer people are getting aid and fewer 
people are attending at all this year. This is also tied to 
a low state revenue. Pull- time students dropped from 
153,000 to 147,000. It is also conjectural that diminishing 
student assistance has hit lower middle income students the 
most. ^ 

'V. The state is attempting to gain additional 

appropriations through a variety- of bills to broaden the 
authority for tuition and fee waivers. 

VI. a.^ If the SSIG program were eliminated 2,000 students 
would be dropped. This would have a direct effect on. their 
access. These funds are targeted to the neediest students 
and the state would not be able to replace the federal 
contribution, in contending with last year's reductions, 
the state has had to lobby hard for replacertent of money, ^ 
and while some support has come from the governor's office. 
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it. is unknown 'what, the 'legislature "will dp. ' .. . ' ■ 

SSIG is the most efficient fedea^al program goi^., • 
Wash ingtQi^ has one of the largest istate work study 
programs in the country. Discretion would be fine as, long 
as it wejre flexible with no penalty for existing programs. 
VLB. The GiSL changes were supported by the state, there- 
fore there was nothing to respond to. The' eligibility 
changes in Pell were seen as not beipg that great. 

VI. C. None given. 

VII. Federal student aid policiei^ are less 'well 
understood. . . , 

Washington feels that its analysis of federal 
progr'ams is both centralized and decentralized. The Council 
for post'-sec<^dary education does analysis impact, on the 
portions of the^ budget affecting education' as sent around by 
the governor. The governor's office is a. clearinghouse. 
Analysis between the legislative and executive branches is ' 
shared. . " ^ 

. The state feels the changes in federal policy hav 
not been announced with sufficient lead time. Analysis, is 
usually sustained some titles ad hoc . Information, is 
insufficient. 
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Federal efforts are countercyclical. The ^tate was 
in good shape through 1979 and aid appropriations grew at a 
tremendous rate. Some individuals who didn't need it were, 
receiving money. Beginning in 1980, the state had a more 
difficult economic period and at that time there was federal 
retrenchment. State, efforts have had to be consistent with . 
economic conditions, ^he state now has an. 8 1/2%, sales tax.^ 
The state must have a balanced budget. 
VXII.al &one given. r* 
VIII. b. Washington has the largest work study program in 
the country, 

VIII. c. None given. , , 

9 
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WEST VIRGINIA 



"•^* ^i'9i«ah.a a states ,rk„t program i„ . 
. "iatsence since 196* and the sst?";;^;^' 

■ o£ th,^ ■ ^ ' '"""'"^ expansion 

that pro,^ in .ia-TO-s, pe« created considerable 

• resources. Had it not developed, ther. «,„id have been 
greater pressure ^or a st.te grant program, .s. has had a . 
3 r ^^^^^ ^^^^ ^^^^^^^^ 

of the. last states to move to at»^. ,a ■ ■ 

^° administration, toan 

voluae was extremely low. The Hiah., =^ 

^^S"'' Muoation .Assistance 
Poundatip„.ad.inisters the loan program, n,t the Board of 
Kegents. .he.e..as been an ,„creas, in.t^e nu„her. o. ban.s 
Particsating; ,Th>e state grant. pr,gra„ had its fir;t cut- 
^acK at the federal level, people starting. Wg to^os^s. . 
overall there is-.not.seen to^ any^tie to federal poxicies.' 
. Factors are *ore. in_ response to, state difficaities because 
, educational appropriations are going down. . There is .ore 
' reliance on student fees. '^, ' ' , ■ ■ 
■ri.b. There ik a „ini„al relationship ^d „6t a great' ' 
^.-aeal Of leveraging., Th^re- has been son,e growth in SSIG, the ■ 
year- it began- the state^rant appropfiaticns trtcKled. pfest 

,«rginla is an overiatchW. W In effect, t&eisiG 

program had nothing 'lo di-wltrh if. i^. -^ ' • ' 

y co.ao With it; if was completely inci- . ' 

dental.. . , ' • ., •'■ ■ * -r^-; , . 



II. c. students in private institutions received' higher 
jfaximum awards for this year? Awards 0 students in private 
institutions. we^e teduced to accommodate, increased fees at 
those institutions. Part of it has to do with the differen- 
tial. There have been proposals in th'e state to create a 
voucher program for private students which would reimburse 
•West Virginia colleges (priyatie) for fees for West Virginia 
students. Because the federal money hasn't been -there, the 

^ private^ec tor is push ing fo r m oney to offset restrict ioris 
in GSL. The state has begun fee increases'. This is 
pccurjing as educational appropriations in the state are 
being .reduced and. the state finds i4iself more reliant on 
Student fees. ; o * 

III. Last year was. a pilot year for the state In deve- 
^loping a student data base. Data from this is not yet 

a-^ailable. >. " 

The respondent has requested that his opinions on 
the state r^le not, be '^Specifically identified with the state 
of West Virginia in, any final report ; Respondent's opinion 
is that there is , a lot of logic in providing the state with- 
a role" in the distribution of money to institutions. It is 
felt that .the states could benefit from better information 
ori the allocation .of money.- ' ^ ' . . ' ' \ 
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.On the xevision of the relationship -between the 
federal. and the state, respondent indicated thafc' there 
thould be a better rnfbrmation exchange. There is not a lot 
Of ^direct information hei^g exchanged at this time and that 
could, be improved. . 

IV. There is not a major shift between the private and 

the public, sector; Prom '^1 to '82 public enroilmenT^ 
actually decreased very slightly and private enrollment 

increa^d minutely . The. feeling is, 'however, that more stu- 

o - . 

dents are staying close to home 'and commuting. There is no 

data to support this. There is some increase in community 
college enrollment although this is not major. Overall 
aggregate attendance Bell op£ slightly but not to a signifi- 
cant extent. ^ " ■ 

v., -„ Pee levels will probably go up. but this is -not in 
diretet response to federal policies, tt is more . an. affect 
of the state educational appropriations being. reduced. 

.VI.A. If SSIG were to be eliminated it would not'put West 

. . . ' . . ■ ■ ■ * '• ■ " • ,• 

Virginia out of the^program. The practical affect would be 

■ • t . ■ ■ ■ ' V - , . •' . 

, t 

few^r Recipients or smaller awards • There is^ however^ 
little chance that the state would offset' the difference. 
Theres^ou^td be more likely than not be reduction in access, 
but there are so. many variables it is hard to predict.. 
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SSIG Is an efficient program which should serve as 
a iBpd«l for what state/federal partnership ought to be. 

West Virginia would. react favorably to discre- 
tlonary .uiR^ of funds, it would give states with .need the . 
opportunity to meet those needs. However, this discretion 
should bds^ermissive not mandatory. . . ' 

VI. B. West Virginia's major reaction to changes in PELL . 
and GSL has taken the form of lobbying. 

VI. C. None discussed 

VII. 'Federal student aid policy "is hot well articulated. 
It is less well understood than other programs, g. , cate- 
gorical progjcams. ^ >, 

Note; this information is not to be attributed , ^ 
directly to the state of "T^est Virginia in a final report. 

The state does not receive enough lead time. The 
State had a problem* with the Pell formula this year. It 
would' appear that the feds are manipulating the system to 
accomplish that which has not been achieved^ i.e^ cuts 
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-•'through the 'appropriations process. Application viSlume is 
.down and that is partially attributable to the lateness ofv- 
formSt Analysis done is at ad hoc and their information' is 
not- sufficient. . . 
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The state's .analysis of federal policies is not 
■ to.tarllyN^eiitralized. Genera'lly, there has hot been a lot of 
analysis of ^the impact of these ^ograms. The'' state doesn't 
have a working unit primarily assigned to sucih^n analysis, 
it. depends on thft-^ogram. For example, a threat to cut 
research dollars would incur the involvement of the institu- 
tion most likely to be ^.nvolved. On student aid issues, the 
Board of Regent^ coordinates with the institutions to deter- 
mine impact. Legislative and executive analysis is probably 
not coordinated. 

VIII. a. None given. < • 

VIII. b. None given. - 
Vlll.q.' None given. 
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II. a.' Federal programs have not significantly impacted 

> 

the a^tate. Colleges have gained, appropriations frjpm the • 
state for student work programs. It is, however, a con- 

* * * ' • , * • 

tinuing concern of the school administrations that state 

> . ' • 

response will be needed to balance future , federal fJUts. 
•Il.b. Leveraging is not seen as being operative in the 
State. There is no real state plan and state decision 
makers perhaps feel guilty enough over the absence of such a 
plan to appropriate money for the work study* program* 
Wyoming is an evenly matched state which claims it has had 
to sell colleges on the use of federal money for the /incen- 
tive grant program. ^ 
' II. c. * Wyoming has continued to be independently minded 
with regard to federal propbsals and have not encouraged 
* them. The staters attit^ude toward student aid mii^rors their 
' attitude towards the ^deral government. For example'; the 
state 1202 Commission participation was rejected by the 
. . state due to its reluctance to accept any strings which 



mighA be attached * ' 

III. Responsibility for student ^assistance' rests at the 
lower level: the state has a greater responsibility than 
the .federal government, and thia institution or district has 
a. greater responsibility than the state., -The state'has 



